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Abstract 
 
 This thesis offers a new model for classifying theatre works themed around digital 
technologies: a text-based genre called posthuman drama.  Primarily a creative writing project, the 
thesis consists of a new play, Machina, as well as a critical essay that positions the play as an 
exemplar of this new genre.  Since the early 1980s, western society has experienced a monumental 
shift in how human beings perceive, identify, and communicate with each other.  The rise of the 
internet and global satellite systems have ushered in what many have described as a “digital age,” 
where ubiquitous communication technologies have challenged both how we interpret reality and 
other humans.  Out of these developments has emerged the growing discourse of posthumanism – a 
reconfiguring of the relationship between humans and intelligent machines – and my critical essay 
applies posthuman concepts to contemporary drama texts, drawing on the work of N. Katherine 
Hayles, Thomas Carlson, Stefan Herbrechter, and Cary Wolfe.  While the impact of digital 
technologies on theatre practice has created a large volume of scholarship in recent years, the focus 
has overwhelmingly tended towards digital spectacle over theme or content.  To redress this 
imbalance, I identify three contemporary plays that construct digitally-integrated subjects – 
posthuman subjects – via the “technology” of dramatic form, as case studies of a larger movement 
in western playwriting: The Sugar Syndrome by Lucy Prebble (UK 2003), I Love You, Bro by 
Adam J. A. Cass (Australia 2007), and Dead Man’s Cell Phone by Sarah Ruhl (USA 2007).  In 
each of these examples, human and nonhuman agents are constructed as being “essentially similar” 
to each other, and intelligent machines form an imperative feature of the plot.  I argue these plays 
offer a model for classifying digitally-themed theatre works beyond the realm of spectacle.  The 
thesis concludes with my own posthuman play – Machina – which tells the story of a man who 
uploads his consciousness into a digital ether, killing his body in the process.  By constructing 
identity along cybernetic lines, Machina seeks to explore the inherent conflict between a liberal 
humanist value system and a posthuman, digital world.   
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INTRODUCTION 
 
 In 2007 I was accepted into a playwriting course at the Royal Court Theatre in London.  On 
the first day, our tutor – the playwright Leo Butler – asked the class to respond to the following 
question: “What makes theatre new?”  Our answers were many and varied.  Some felt “theme” was 
the predominant factor; others felt the answer lay in technology.  Eventually we were let in on the 
Court’s own definition: the combination of a new voice, a new language, and a new form.  Butler 
explained that as the unofficial home of British playwriting since 1956, the Royal Court was less 
interested in dramatic approaches that had been tried and tested before.  Further to this, he stressed, 
these approaches could only be assessed not by how a play was presented, but on the strength of its 
underlying craft.  Our challenge as playwrights was to find our own unique view of the world – and 
adopt a new form to match. 
 The question of what makes a play “new” has guided my approach to playwriting ever since, 
and provided the central motivation behind embarking on this thesis.  It was during my time in 
London that the phenomenon of social media first emerged, and I began to consider the theatrical 
implications of my many online encounters.  Acquaintances I had barely met were now sharing 
their intimate secrets with me, while close friends I had known for years revealed aspects of 
themselves I knew nothing about.  Notions of privacy and intimacy were changing.  Yet how, I 
wondered, could I present this environment on a stage?  How could I write about the digital world 
in such a way that was dictated not by technological possibilities, but by dramatic form?  My quest 
for creative solutions – by reading the work of playwrights who had already tackled this problem – 
exposed me to a range of plays that I soon began to realise had much in common with each other.  
Something “new” seemed to be happening here: a new perspective, and a new approach to form, in 
which the conflict generated between human characters and their digital environment had become 
central to the unfolding story.  In this thesis I propose a name for this grouping of contemporary 
plays: a new genre I call posthuman drama. 
 The framing powers of genre are well-documented.  Thomas Kent, for example, has argued 
that “a clear relation exists between a reader’s generic perception of a text – what she believes the 
text to be – and her interpretation of that text” (9).  Yet my use of the term in this thesis is not 
intended to be a rigid classification system, but rather a device through which to highlight shared 
similarities among several new plays of the digital age.  What makes this genre “new” is the focus 
of my critical essay, and provides a theoretical backdrop to my own attempt to write a “posthuman 
play,” Machina.  Performed as part of the La Boite Indie season in Brisbane in May 2014, Machina 
tells the story of David Sergeant, a young man who chooses to upload his consciousness into a 
digital ether, killing his body in the process.  Unable to communicate with those in the physical 
Posthuman Drama – Richard Jordan 3 
world, his family and friends are left to grapple with the impact of his decision, and the value of 
their own connections with one another.1  While writing the play, I began to read a wide range of 
theories about the digital world, and found myself drawn particularly to posthumanism.  While 
other philosophical terms addressed digital developments – including network theory, cellular 
automata, and Gottfried Leibniz’s concept of the “monad”2 – posthumanism represented a 
deliberate attempt to grapple with the specific question of identity: about what it means to be 
“human” in a digital world.  In time, the theory of posthumanism became just as useful to the 
writing of the play as the play was in connecting with the theory, and as such the separation of essay 
and play in this thesis must necessarily be artificial.  Both approaches arose as potential answers to 
the same question: can a playwright create digitally-integrated subjects via dramatic form?  My 
answer, both critically and creatively, is a resounding “yes.” 
 Firstly, however, some definitions are required – beginning with the term “posthuman.”  A 
more detailed description of posthuman thought is contained in Chapter One, but I will define 
posthumanism here as the study of the symbiotic relationship between human beings and the tools 
they create, which has found its most recent expression in the intelligent machine.3  In science 
fiction, a “posthuman” is a technologically-enhanced human being – part flesh, part digital code – 
and several scholars over the past thirty years have adopted this figure as a metaphor for human 
subjectivity in the digital age.  The posthuman in most of these discussions is not a literal cyborg – 
unlike the related field of transhumanism – but rather a contemporary subject ensconced in a 
digitally-saturated world, where both humans and nonhumans alike communicate via binary code.  
This environment subsequently presents profound implications for how humanity sees itself, as the 
digital computer becomes the supreme metaphor through which the human body and mind are 
viewed.  As Neil Badmington has neatly summarised: 
 
When computers can beat humans at chess, when life is understood as a readable code, when 
death can be deferred or redefined by radical medical intervention, when the Genome Project 
has revealed that humans share 98 per cent of their genetic composition with chimpanzees, 
when artificial limbs outperform and blend seamlessly with their organic counterparts, and 
when some experts in the field of artificial intelligence believe that it will soon be possible for 
                                                
1 The play subsequently won the Lord Mayor’s Award for Best New Australian Work at the 2014 Matilda Awards 
(Matilda Committee). 
2 Leibniz’s theory (from 1714) adapted the Ancient Greek symbol of the “monad” (an indivisible unit of Pythagorean 
mathematics which represented Divinity), and applied the concept to each human being – a complete and pre-
programmed entity that mirrors the Divine.  Leibniz further argued that all humans are inter-connected at a material 
level.  His work predates the digital incarnations of network theory and cellular automata, which adopt computer 
programming as a model for human relationships and the physical universe respectively (Garber 355). 
3 An intelligent machine may be defined as any digital technology (embedded with a computer chip and run by 
programming code) that can “pass” for a human, as set out in Alan Turing’s 1950 paper “Computing Machinery and 
Intelligence.” 
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humans to achieve immortality by transferring themselves into a computer, the old humanist 
model seems desperately incapable of speaking to the present order of things.  The rigid and 
absolutist position developed in Descartes’s Discourse on the Method loses its persuasiveness, 
and only a thoroughly revised account – a posthumanist account – can make sense of such 
shifted scenes. (“Posthumanism” 377) 
 
Posthumanism may thus be understood to be a paradigm for the digitally-integrated homo sapiens: 
where the equation of flesh with code occurs largely via perception, yet with very literal 
possibilities.  I will go further here and articulate my own definition of a posthuman subject: a 
human being who equates, compares, or models their identity with intelligent machines.  This 
subjectivity is unique to the digital age, as human perception itself becomes remodelled and 
redistributed via ubiquitous global networks.  In a world where our devices “talk” to each other, 
where our virtual personae outlive our bodies, and where our memories are outsourced to the cloud, 
we have already become posthuman. 
 Yet this definition must necessitate another: why posthuman drama?  Why not, for example, 
digital theatre?  The question requires two answers.  Firstly, while it is true that “digital” 
technologies – that is, machines programmed by coding combinations of 0 and 1 – figure largely in 
the plays under consideration here, these technologies have likewise enabled a shift in human 
subjectivity, a shift the term “posthuman” explicitly sets out to describe.  As I discuss in Chapter 
One, the post-World War Two field of cybernetics spearheaded a move to separate “information” 
from the human body, reducing human, animal, and mechanical agents to information-processing 
systems.  This equation had profound implications for the project of humanism, one of the defining 
achievements of the European enlightenment, in which the human subject’s ability to reason was 
prized above the natural and spiritual world (Casey 42).  While antihumanist thought had begun 
centuries earlier, cybernetics pierced to the heart of humanist subjectivity, reconfiguring the “I” of 
Descartes into a pluralised “we,” reminiscent of a networked computer, and problematizing many of 
the foundations of post-enlightenment thought.  The term “posthuman” thus succinctly brings both 
of these fields together, suggesting both cybernetic and antihumanist ideas, as well as the 
technological subjectivity that the literal posthuman suggests.   
 Secondly, while the terms “drama” and “theatre” are often used interchangeably (including by 
the Royal Court), this thesis makes a very clear distinction between the two.  In “theatre” more 
broadly, the text may be considered only one of many elements of a performance – including space, 
sound, and gesture, among others.  Conversely, in “drama” (a specific subset of theatre), the text 
becomes the primary element, with all other elements operating in servitude towards it, striving to 
present a coherent “meaning” (Vince, “Drama”).  As Hans-Thies Lehmann has argued, the religious 
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rituals of Ancient Greece – where the locus of western theatre is often said to reside – gave rise to 
performance before the advent of epic poetry.  As such, Lehmann argues, “theatre” may be said to 
predate “drama,” and should be viewed as a broader entity in its own right (46).  While the 
boundaries between a performance and its text are seldom so clear-cut, for the purposes of this 
thesis I define “drama” as a written narrative of mimetic action that is intended for live 
performance.  “Theatre,” conversely, may be defined as any performance of that narrative, along 
with several other forms of theatre that are not scripted, or do not seek to tell a story via mimetic 
action.  Posthuman drama, then, is a genre of plays that explore the moral, emotional, and 
existential implications of the “post” on the “human” in the digital age.  These plays are 
preoccupied with the question: “what happens when human beings are equated with intelligent 
machines?”  Certainly, this question was foremost in my mind when writing Machina.  In contrast 
to previous notions of a “posthuman theatre,” this question may be found in a play’s dramatic text, 
as distinct from any one performance.  
 I am not the first scholar to invoke the posthuman when discussing theatre works exploring 
digital technologies.  Matthew Causey, Steve Dixon, Jennifer Parker-Starbuck, Gabriella Giannachi, 
Rosemary Klich, and Edward Scheer, among others, have employed posthuman or cyborg theory to 
critique works that incorporate digital technologies on stage.  Steve Dixon has defined his own term 
“digital performance” as “performance works where computer technologies play a key role rather 
than a subsidiary one in content, techniques, aesthetics, or delivery forms” (3).  The inclusion of the 
word “or” is crucial here.  Under this definition, a theatre performance about computer technologies 
would still earn the definition of “digital performance,” whether those technologies were used on 
stage or not.  Yet for Dixon and others, this has not proved to be the case.  As I demonstrate in 
Chapter Two, the trend in theatre scholarship exploring digital themes has overwhelmingly tended 
towards the final three categories of Dixon’s definition: an emphasis on “techniques, aesthetics, or 
delivery forms” to evoke a digital mise-en-scène.  Robotic, virtual, multimedia, and digitally-
immersive productions fit comfortably within this emphasis, as do performance works accessed via 
computer screens (Dixon, Digital Performance 3).  In this thesis I refer to such productions as 
privileging “digital spectacle,” a term I separate from other forms of spectacle, such as costuming, 
gesture, props, lighting, and sound.  In so doing, I take an Aristotelian approach to defining 
posthuman drama, focusing not on the visual apparatus of a digitally-themed production (opsis), but 
on the plot (mythos), characters (ethos), and central themes (dianoia) of the play itself – what I will 
refer to as “content.”  A “posthuman play,” then, creates a digital diegesis where human and 
nonhuman agents are “essentially similar” (Hayles, How 7) to each other, and where intelligent 
machines are crucial to the unfolding narrative.  My own play, Machina, both aligns with and 
departs from this model, for reasons I explore further in Chapter Three.   
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 One final question is warranted: why another “post”?  Postmodern4 and postdramatic5 theatre 
have both appeared in the past fifty years: might not the posthuman fall under these terms?  As 
outlined in Chapter Three, the plays under consideration here all offer a clearly discernible 
narrative, and conform remarkably well to Aristotle’s unities – especially the unity of mimetic 
action (Poetics 4.1).6  Lehmann’s postdramatic approach, however, is inherently framed away from 
authorship, prioritises spectacle, and rejects mimetic drama.  And while several postmodern 
influences can be located in some posthuman plays – including parody, self-reflexivity, and 
fragmentation – other plays under discussion here do not feature these elements at all.  Even in the 
style-bending Dead Man’s Cell Phone by Sarah Ruhl, the specific evocation of digital identity 
warrants a closer definition than the merely “postmodern” suggests.   
 It is also worth noting that theory and drama have a long association with each other: from the 
impact of Freudian psychology on realism and symbolism; to the Marxist undertones of 
expressionism; to French existentialism’s impact on the theatre of the absurd (Cardullo and Knopf 
25, 31; Styan 3).  In all of these examples, both theorists and playwrights alike were responding to 
the most pressing idea of the moment, often in response to one another.  Over the past thirty years, 
posthuman theory has likewise found its “moment”: Google Books informs us that references to the 
term between 1980 and 2008 rose by 150% (Appendix 1).  In a parallel trajectory, the same period 
has been defined by many critics as the beginning of the “digital age,” when the personal computer, 
mobile phones, and access to the internet coalesced into a critical mass for the first time, 
significantly altering western thought, culture, and communication (Carne xiii).  The theory of 
posthumanism thus seems a fitting descriptor for the current wave of plays influenced by and in 
conversation with the digital age. 
 
Limitations and Methodology 
 
 Despite laying the groundwork for a new genre of theatre, this is primarily a creative writing 
thesis.  As such my methodology has been driven by the creative work: a combination of practice-
led research, research-led practice, and literary criticism.  Hazel Smith and Roger Dean have 
                                                
4 For the purposes of this thesis, I understand postmodernism to be a paradigm, emerging in literary criticism in the 
1950s, which deconstructs subject-centred reason, and which privileges the aesthetic over previously assumed notions 
of truth.  The result is a worldview shaped by a plurality of truths, and a breaking down of previously held assumptions 
about authorship, the text, the self, the other, and all Cartesian dualities.  Postmodern literature tends to acknowledge 
this ontological uncertainly by favouring self-reflexivity, irony, parody, and fragmentation, and seeks a provisional 
rather than a unifying truth, coloured by the author’s experiences and brought into being by the reader (Bertens 64; 
Waugh 6; Davies, Humanism 152). 
5 This term was first coined by Hans-Thies Lehmann in 1999 to describe a series of avant-garde movements that have 
emerged since the late 1960s which prize the performative experience over a sense of duty to a text. 
6 “Mimesis” may be defined as an act of “imitation” – be that of humans, animals, or objects – through which the world 
may be further understood (Benjamin, “Mimetic” 333).  Aristotle identified mimesis as central to the art of drama.   
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identified a useful model for creative practice as research, which they call the “Iterative Cyclic 
Web” (Figure 1).  The process includes three modes of research operating as a cyclical and inter-
relational system, in which the research process may start at any point on the larger cycle and 
“move, spider-like, to any other” (19).  Thus a guiding creative question can lead to a subsequent 
theoretical response, which can provide useful inspiration or insights for the creative work, and 
back and forth, providing outcomes at both a critical and creative level: 
 
 
Figure 1: A model of creative arts and research processes: the iterative cyclic web. (Smith and Dean 20) 
 
 My own experience aligns with this model: rather than simply operating in a one-way 
direction (for example, from creative ideas to academic theory), the more posthuman theory I read, 
the more my play began to change, evolving from a hyper-realist social drama, into a more 
speculative investigation of digital identity.  The most explicit example of this process occurred 
during the play’s third draft.  In previous drafts, the play began after David had committed suicide 
(posting a final farewell online).  Yet a few months after completing the second draft, I happened to 
read Hans Moravac’s transhumanist treatise Mind Children, in which he speculates in one chapter 
on the possibility of uploading his mind into a computer.  Inspired by the symbolism of such a 
gesture, in the third draft I subsequently altered David’s (intended) journey: from a physical 
annihilation to a virtual afterlife.  While the final play only hints at the possibility of David’s upload 
(many of the characters doubt its legitimacy), this speculative act proved to be an apt metaphor for 
the central theme of disconnection in the play.  Thus the lines between “practice-led research” and 
“research-led practice” became increasingly blurred as the project evolved, as these two “thirds” of 
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the research cycle both contributed equally to the finished play.  The final third of this cycle – 
shown in the figure as “academic research” – involved not only reading about posthuman and 
cybernetic ideas, but searching for these ideas in three contemporary plays, and assessing whether 
posthuman identity could be evoked at a formal level.  This phase of the process also incorporated 
research into historical precedents of human-technology interaction in western drama, so as to 
ascertain just how “new” these plays might be.   
 Owing to the relatively short length of this essay compared to a traditional PhD thesis, I 
decided to impose several limitations on the scope of my critical study.  While I have defined the 
digital age as beginning in the early 1980s, I have limited my study of “contemporary” plays to 
those written after 2000.  This is not to suggest that posthuman plays did not exist in the two 
previous decades, merely that I do not have the space to cover them here.  I also limited my focus to 
the more technologically advanced cultures of the west, where digital concerns are most keenly felt, 
and – owing to my own language barriers – to plays written and performed in English.  It then made 
sense to focus on the two largest English theatre cultures (the United Kingdom and the United 
States), as well as my home country of Australia, for the play analyses in Chapter Three.  These 
plays are offered merely as examples of a much larger movement, with a non-exhaustive list of 
suggested posthuman plays appearing in Appendix 2.  Overall, the spirit of this thesis is one of 
provocation, rather than a comprehensive account or overview.  My central aim is to lay the 
groundwork for identifying a genre of western plays that appear to offer something “new” to 
audiences: the construction of characters through dramatic form that invite a posthuman reading.7 
 
Thesis Structure 
 
 I begin in Chapter One with an overview of the many definitions of “posthumanism” 
currently in circulation, before grounding my own definition in the information-based science of 
cybernetics.  Differentiating my study from the projects of antihumanism and transhumanism, I 
define posthumanism as a post-1950 paradigm that equates the human subject with cybernetic 
machines, rendering human and nonhuman agents as “essentially similar” to each other (Hayles, 
How 7).  I argue that this paradigm arose out of a specific cultural moment, in which the 
technological advances of the United States aligned with an “intensification” of European 
humanism, to create the posthuman icon.  Combining the ideas of N. Katherine Hayles, Thomas 
Carlson, Stefan Herbrechter, and Cary Wolfe, I define the contemporary posthuman subject as a 
                                                
7 A “character” for the purposes of this discussion may be defined as any kind of sentient agent within a performed 
narrative (Saltz). 
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human being who equates, compares, or models their identity with intelligent machines: the by-
product of a digitally-saturated culture.  
 In Chapter Two I locate the posthuman subject and its ancestor in two antecedent theatrical 
movements: posthuman theatre, and automaton drama.  In the first section, I chart how 
posthumanism has been adopted by theatre studies since 1999, and argue that while the term has 
frequently been used to describe digital spectacle on stage, no major study exists that applies 
cybernetic posthumanism to contemporary text-based drama.  After identifying this gap, the second 
section then identifies an historical precedent to posthuman plays in the form of automaton drama, 
in which playwrights construct technologically-integrated subjects at a formal level.  With specific 
reference to 1920s “worker plays” from Europe and the United States, I argue that works such as 
Georg Kaiser’s Gas trilogy (1917-1920), Karel Capek’s Rossum’s Universal Robots (1921), Yvan 
Goll’s Methusalem (1924), Eugene O’Neill’s The Hairy Ape (1922), Elmer Rice’s The Adding 
Machine (1923), and Sophie Treadwell’s Machinal (1928) employ human-automata mimesis to 
highlight concerns about the mechanization of the 1920s labour force.  These techniques have 
likewise been used to construct a posthuman subjectivity in contemporary drama.   
 In Chapter Three I identify this subjectivity in several new plays about digital life in the 
twenty-first century, and discuss my own attempts to write a posthuman play.  The plays I have 
selected for analysis – The Sugar Syndrome by Lucy Prebble (UK 2003), I Love You, Bro by Adam 
J. A. Cass (Australia 2007), and Dead Man’s Cell Phone by Sarah Ruhl (USA 2007) – signal a new 
approach to character and identity in contemporary western drama, in which a character’s sense of 
self is constructed as a cybernetic system, rather than an individual whole.  Via a series of in-text 
cues, these plays point towards a digital environment, rather than requiring literal representation, 
and explore a central conflict between a liberal humanist value system and a posthuman, digital 
world.  I then reflect on the process of writing Machina, noting that while the play shares 
similarities with other works in the posthuman canon, the resulting play is driven less by 
posthumanism than by a more ancient dramatic concern: loss.  In my conclusion I discuss the 
implications of my findings and the potential for posthuman drama as a genre, and the thesis as a 
whole concludes with the final rehearsal draft of Machina. 
 Fundamentally, this thesis argues for a playwright-led approach to digital theatre, as opposed 
to one defined by spectacle.  In both the essay and the creative work, I demonstrate that playwrights 
can construct digital worlds at a formal level, and that text itself is a crucial technology which has 
been previously overlooked by digital theatre scholarship.  In identifying the genre of posthuman 
drama, I seek to broaden our understanding of what constitutes a “digital performance,” and 
democratise how digital encounters may be realised on stage. 
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CHAPTER ONE 
THE POSTHUMAN SUBJECT 
 
 Before arguing for the emergence of a posthuman drama, it is necessary to more closely 
define the posthuman itself.  This chapter navigates through the maze of definitions of 
posthumanism, situating my own use of the term in the post-1950 science of cybernetics.  Via a 
brief historical survey, I argue that several philosophical movements since the nineteenth century 
have been variously labelled “posthumanist,” yet may be more accurately described as antihumanist 
or transhumanist.  I then position my use of the posthuman term within the work of four 
contemporary scholars – N. Katherine Hayles, Stefan Herbrechter, Cary Wolfe, and Thomas 
Carlson – who define posthumanism as an antihumanist project that specifically invokes 
cybernetics.  In cybernetics, the human subject is viewed through the paradigm of the intelligent 
machine, so that humans and machines re-make each other in an endless “feedback loop” (Hayles, 
How 2).  This concept of the posthuman – like the liberal subject before it – is defined via 
perception, rather than physical embodiment.  As such, it opens up a range of non-literal options for 
how the theatre might represent posthuman subjects on stage, making a space for a text-based, 
posthuman drama. 
 The term “posthumanism” has no agreed definition, yet its reach across a wide range of fields 
over the past forty years – from medicine to queer theory, feminism to bioethics, environmentalism 
to metaphysics – has resulted in an inchoate understanding of its meaning (Miah 71).  While critics 
have derided it as a “catch-all” concept to articulate various contemporary anxieties, others believe 
its conflicting definitions merely reflect an early state of flux (89).  Central to much of the 
confusion has been the interchangeable use of “post-” and “anti-”humanisms with notions of a 
technological posthuman (Causey, Theatre and Performance 52).  While this thesis acknowledges 
that there are several posthumanisms in circulation, for the purposes of clarity, I refer to 
“antihumanism” to mean generalist critiques of liberal humanism, and “posthumanism” to mean 
antihumanist projects that specifically invoke cybernetic theory.  The notion of the mind-as-a-
computer has provided a powerful metaphor for scholars challenging humanist thought, by 
reconfiguring the liberal subject from a Cartesian “I” to a cybernetic “we,” remade in a computer’s 
image.  This paradigm arose out of a specific cultural moment, in which the technological advances 
of the United States aligned with an “intensification” of European humanism, to create the 
posthuman icon.  I define the contemporary posthuman subject as a biological human who equates, 
compares, or models their identity with networked, intelligent machines: a result of the digital age.  
Here the posthuman may be read not as a superior being that comes “after” the human, but as a 
cybernetic perception of the human that has emerged in tandem with digital culture.  I will now 
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trace the history of the human subject in western thought since the seventeenth century, 
demonstrating how social, political, and technological developments have facilitated a gradual shift 
from “human” to “posthuman.” 
 
Humanism and Its Discontents 
 
 Posthumanism in all its variations may be traced back to the core ideals of western humanism, 
a movement which arose during the seventeenth and eighteenth centuries.  Francis Bacon, René 
Descartes, John Locke, Thomas Hobbes, and Immanuel Kant, among others, championed what is 
often referred to as the “liberal subject,” an individual who places logic and reason above any 
adherence to religious authority (Casey 42).  Before the seventeenth century, the perceptual world 
was generally accepted as true and evidence of God’s creation.  Yet in 1620 Bacon published 
Novum Organum, a manifesto that advocated for a “new method” of scientific methodology, based 
on empirical investigation rather than a priori reasoning: the world “out there” required careful 
study, and was not always as it appeared (Bostrom, History 2).  In 1637 Descartes went further, 
applying this new methodology not to the world “itself,” but to human perceptions of that world.  In 
Discourse on the Method, Descartes’s famous dictum “I think therefore I am” asserts that existence 
can only be proven via human reason (Casey 42).  This assertion grants humans the right to 
“mastery and possession” over nature, since reason itself is “the only thing that makes us men [sic] 
and distinguishes us from the beasts” (qtd. in Badmington, “Theorizing” 16).  In so doing, 
Descartes effectively defined the human as a liberal subject: a coherent, rational creature who 
operates independently from his or her surrounding environment.  Discourse on the Method thus 
created a dualism between mind and matter, disconnecting humanity from nature, and privileging a 
“worldless ego” that is understood to be the basis of western metaphysics (Onishi 102).   
 This dualism was further refined during the age of enlightenment, a period most scholars trace 
roughly from John Locke’s Essay Concerning Human Understanding (1690) to the Battle of 
Trafalgar (1805) (Davies, Humanism 149).  C. B. Macpherson summarises this period as being 
marked by a “possessive individualism” in which the subject is seen “neither as a moral whole, nor 
as part of a larger social whole, but as an owner of himself [sic]” (3).8  The individual during this 
period possessed an essential quality unique to all persons, which had to be protected from “the 
wills of others” (3).  Macpherson charts this movement from the writing of Thomas Hobbes, who 
applied the principles of liberal humanism to the science of politics.  In Leviathan (1679), Hobbes 
argued that all humans possess an inherent “state of nature,” including the urge to kill, and a feeling 
                                                
8 While several of the commentators I reference address the subject as masculine, my use of the term is intended to be 
inclusive rather than exclusive.	  	  As postmodern authors have argued, humanist ideals were almost exclusively reserved 
for European men (Halberstam and Livingston 9). 
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of superiority over other humans (qtd. in Macpherson 25).  As a result, without effective 
government, humanity’s natural state is a “condition of war,” in which the life of the average human 
can only ever be “nasty, brutish, and short” (qtd. in Newey 51).  Hobbes’s perception of the human 
was thus distinctly adversarial and fiercely independent, relying on government structures to 
maintain social harmony. 
 A sense of the human’s marked individualism was also central to the philosophy of John 
Locke.  In Essay Concerning Human Understanding, Locke defined the human subject as “a 
thinking, intelligent Being, that has reason and reflection, and can consider it self as it self, the same 
thinking thing in different times and places” (qtd. in Lowe 103).  Locke’s vision of the human 
rested on the ability to apply reason and logic, and a mastery of will.  For Locke, all voluntary 
human actions and thoughts are a direct product of a mind in complete control: 
 
All our voluntary motions are produced in us only by the free Action or Thought of our own 
Minds […]. For example: My right Hand writes, whilst my left Hand is still: What causes rest 
in one, and motion in the other?  Nothing but my Will, a Thought of my Mind; my Thought 
only changing, the right Hand rests, and the left Hand moves. (qtd. in Lowe 121) 
 
Locke thus further defined the boundaries of the liberal subject, envisioning a human who, through 
the power of reason, may exert control over his animal nature.   
 For many scholars, however, Immanuel Kant took enlightenment thought to its most extreme 
conclusion (Davies, Humanism 118).  Tony Davies argues that Kant’s work sought to “construct a 
secure grounding for human knowledge that did not require an appeal to any authority beyond its 
own means of knowing” (118).  In Critique of Pure Reason, Kant’s central thesis revolved around 
the concept of “transcendental idealism”: the notion that the world “out there” cannot be said to 
exist outside the realm of human thought (Guyer 3).  While Kant continued the humanist tradition 
of using reason to distinguish humans from nature, he argued further that “the most fundamental 
laws of nature are in fact our own impositions on the appearance of reality” (qtd. in Guyer 3).  In 
other words, the human is not only distinct from the world, but by perceiving that world also brings 
it into being.  The liberal subject had now become the centre of the natural universe. 
 This framing of the human as the “being of beings” was to receive swift criticism, most 
notably from Kant’s contemporary Friedrich Schiller (Waugh 7).   However, it was not until the 
writings of Charles Darwin, Karl Marx, Friedrich Nietzsche, and Sigmund Freud that humanist 
thought received its most sustained interrogation (Davies, Humanism 55; Waugh 4).  On the surface 
these authors may have written in disparate fields, but each triggered a radical insight into the 
human condition that threatened the core idea of the liberal subject as the centre of the natural 
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world.  Darwin’s theory of evolution dethroned humankind from being made in God’s own image; 
Marx’s writings stressed the role of the collective over the individual; Nietzsche’s epistemological 
reasoning questioned all previously assumed sources of truth; while Freud’s concept of the 
“unconscious” destabilised the very notion of a rational, all-knowing mind (Davies, Humanism 35; 
Waugh 4).  When understood together, these key figures began a scholarly tradition of rejecting the 
liberal subject, a movement that has become collectively known as anti- (sometimes “post-”) 
humanism.  I favour the first iteration, as these authors reject the humanist ideal, rather than 
technologize the workings of the human mind.  The term antihumanism thus succinctly defines a 
diverse range of thinkers who challenged the Cartesian “I.” 
 In the twentieth century, the antihumanist project gathered momentum, beginning with the 
embodied metaphysics of Martin Heidegger and the existentialism of Jean-Paul Sartre (Waugh 5).  
These movements were themselves informed by the horrors of World War One and World War 
Two, events which revealed the power of ego-centred reasoning to annihilate millions.  In Being 
and Time, Heidegger proposed a counter-vision to the Cartesian split between mind and matter: 
daesin (being-in-the-world), which advocates a return to a sense of embodiment, a “situatedness in 
a world which pre-exists us,” rather than viewing the world as a separate entity to be manipulated at 
will (Waugh 2).  In contrast to Descartes’s grounded ego, Heidegger’s sense of being was 
constituted by a “nullity” or “abyss,” an existence into which we are thrown, leading to an eternal 
self-absence (Onishi 109).  Heidegger’s contemporary Jean-Paul Sartre sought a more active 
approach to being, arguing that “every man realises himself in realising a type of humanity” 
(Davies, Humanism 128).  However this approach in and of itself invoked a plurality of subjective 
truths, rather than a sole abiding human(ist) nature.  The rejection of overarching truth and the 
suspicion of subject-centred reason was likewise at the core of a variety of mid-century 
antihumanist approaches that came to be known as postmodernism (Waugh 8; Bertens 64).  Amidst 
seismic shifts in western culture and the threat of nuclear war, Jean-François Lyotard articulated 
this new paradigm in The Postmodern Condition (1979), in which he declared “the collapse of 
grand narratives and metanarratives” in western culture, ushering in a new era of ontological 
uncertainty (qtd. in Waugh 3).  The postmodern paradigm provided the foundation for 
poststructuralist textualism, and a multi-pronged deconstruction of the Self and the Other, a project 
that was taken up particularly by feminist, queer, and postcolonial theorists (Bertens 64; Waugh 6; 
Davies, Humanism 152).    
 Further muddying the “anti-” and “post-”humanist waters, a number of postmodern scholars 
came to embrace the figure of a technological posthuman during the 1980s and 1990s, via a 
movement Andy Miah labels “cultural posthumanism” (76).  As distinct from its cybernetic cousin, 
cultural posthumanism is primarily a metaphor for overcoming a patriarchal social order, in which 
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“humanism” is merely a by-word for “dead white males” (9).  Donna Haraway provided the 
foundation for the debate with her 1985 essay “The Cyborg Manifesto,” which advances the notion 
of a post-gendered world where “being a cyborg is preferable to being a goddess” (Haraway 181).  
While Haraway never explicitly uses the term “posthuman,” her definition of a cyborg as a human 
who is “a hybrid of machine and organism” nonetheless celebrates the prospect of cybernetic bodies 
– even if only along gendered lines (149).  She is not interested in how intelligent machines are 
transforming perceptions of the human mind, but rather how future technologies may offer the 
gendered human body a way out of “our current maze of dualisms” (181).  
 The cultural posthuman was further refined by Judith Halberstam and Ira Livingston in their 
1995 collection Posthuman Bodies.  They define such bodies as 
 
the causes and effects of postmodern relations of power and pleasure, virtuality and reality, 
sex and its consequences.  The posthuman body is a technology, a screen, a projected image: 
it is a body under the sign of AIDS, a contaminated body, a deadly body, a techno-body; it is 
[…] a queer body.  The human body itself is no longer part of ‘the family of man’ but of a zoo 
of posthumanities. (3) 
 
Again, while science and technology remain crucial to this notion of the posthuman, Halberstam 
and Livingston’s approach is less concerned with cybernetic perceptions of cognition than with 
“redistributions of difference and identity” (10).  Viewed in this way, this vision of the posthuman 
does not reconfigure human consciousness or the subject’s place in the world, but rather becomes 
an extension of postmodern identity politics: a metaphor for a world that no longer subscribes to the 
paradigm of “entrenched [humanist] power” (9).   
 As well as deconstructing the “I” of Descartes, antihumanist scholarship has also reconfigured 
the place of humankind in the natural world.  Such concepts are perhaps most clearly evident in the 
contemporary discourses of animal rights and environmentalism.  In a summary of the animal rights 
movement in the twentieth century, Francis Fukuyama posits that:  
 
Much of the work done in animal ethology […] has tended to erode the bright line that was 
once held to separate human beings from the rest of the animal world. […] Many of the 
attributes that were once held to be unique to human beings – including language, culture, 
reason, consciousness, and the like – are now seen as characteristic of a wide variety of 
nonhuman animals. (144) 
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This “eroded bright line” has also been applied to the wider natural environment.  James Lovelock’s 
Gaia (1979) envisions the earth and all its inhabitants as one giant organism, and, as Tim Flannery 
notes, is now regularly used as a potent metaphor by environmental campaigners (11).  Andrew 
Pickering also adopts the “posthumanist” term to describe the relationship between man and nature 
in the context of climate change.  He identifies this shift as recognising “the dance of human and 
nonhuman agency […] a heterogeneous assemblage where nature and society become something 
new in relation to each other” (34).  In this worldview, humanity no longer exists in a worldless 
ego, but in a discourse of risk, where “people can readily imagine the loops closing […] as complex 
and intricate chains of agency, travelling through space […] come back to bear upon us” (38).   
Such a view offers several parallels to cybernetic systems, yet Pickering does not address these; as 
such his “posthumanism” may be more accurately described as “antihumanist.” 
 Aside from scientific and environmental movements, liberal humanism has received criticism 
from a diverse range of contemporary philosophers, among them Neil Badmington, Elaine Graham, 
and Frank Furedi.  Badmington sees posthumanism as a necessary “working-through” of flawed 
humanist discourses (though not in a manner that only includes cybernetic paradigms).  Graham 
sees the term, in a postmodern sense, as an extension of “Otherness” theories, while Furedi believes 
continued environmental destruction has revealed humanism’s limitations (Badmington 374; Miah 
77, 80).  Perhaps the “mood” of antihumanist critiques of the twentieth century may be best 
summarised by Michel Foucault, who in 1966 declared that “‘Man’ is an invention of a recent date 
[…] that may soon be nearing its end” (qtd. in Davies, Humanism 130).  This “re-invention” of the 
human has been a cause taken up literally by the movement of transhumanism. 
 
Transhumanism 
 
 Continuing the tradition of liberal humanism, transhumanism advocates for the complete 
mastery of the subject over the natural world, including the human body.  Bradley Onishi defines 
transhumanism as “a scientific movement […] which promotes the radical alteration of human 
minds and bodies in order to develop a new posthuman species with the potential to transcend 
current human capabilities” (103).  The movement represents an alignment of intensified humanist 
ideals with the technological developments of the United States, and has elevated the figure of the 
literal posthuman to iconic status.  Key figures include Max More, Nick Bostrom, Gregory Stock, 
and Hans Moravec.  All four envision a future where a combination of bioengineering and artificial 
intelligence merge man and machine into one “superorganism,” rendering current humans obsolete, 
and having little use for earth as the giver of life (Onishi 103; Winner 389).  Inspired by Darwinian 
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logic, the transhumanist movement foresees a future where humans take charge of their own 
evolution. 
 While the human desire for transformation is an ancient one, transhumanism in its current 
form is a product of the twentieth century.  The biologist Julian Huxley first used the term in 1957, 
defining it, in the vein of Nietzsche, as “man remaining man, but transcending himself, by realising 
new possibilities of and for his human nature” (qtd. in More 7).  By the 1960s, Robert Ettinger was 
outlining his vision of prolonging human life via cryogenics in The Prospect of Immortality, while 
Saul Kent expanded on the concept further in Future Sex.  At the same time, the scientists Manfred 
E. Clynes and Nathan S. Kline coined the word “cyborg” in 1960 to describe a technologically 
enhanced human being who would be able to survive in space (Badmington, “Posthumanism” 381).  
The cyborg subsequently became a figure of fascination in popular culture, in comics, films, and 
television programmes such as The Six Million Dollar Man, The Bionic Woman, Star Trek, 
Robocop, Blade Runner, and The Terminator series.  Aligning with the space race between the 
Soviet Union and the United States, the initial figure of the cyborg may thus be viewed as a social, 
political, and technological by-product of the Cold War. 
 By the 1980s the terms “transhuman” and “cyborg” began to coalesce, initially in the arts, and 
eventually in academic scholarship (More 12).  One of the earliest authors to call himself 
transhumanist was F.M. Esfandiary.  In his 1989 book Are You a Transhuman?, Esfandiary (who 
later changed his name to FM-2030) defines a transhuman as “a transitional human” who, by virtue 
of living in a technologically saturated culture, is already part of an evolutionary link to an eventual 
posthumanity (Bostrom 13).  Yet this notion of a “transhuman” soon gave way to more 
futuristically-minded visions, with the publication of Max More’s definitive 1990 essay 
“Transhumanism: Toward a Futurist Philosophy.”  More’s essay for the first time married the key 
concepts of a technologically-enhanced humanity with the term “transhuman,” and has since 
become the basis from which most subsequent transhumanist discussion has emerged (Bostrom 15).  
After the collapse of the Soviet Union in the early 1990s, this second incarnation of the cyborg 
broadened in scope and vision.  Hans Moravec’s Mind Children celebrated the prospect of 
uploading the human mind into a digital computer, while Gregory Stock’s Metaman anticipated an 
artificially engineered super species that would one day leave earth altogether (19).    
 These and other visions were amalgamated into a Transhumanist Declaration in 1998, crafted 
by twenty-three international authors, and overseen by Nick Bostrom and David Pearce (Bostrom 
15).  The Declaration was updated in 2003 and again in 2012.  In its current incarnation it has eight 
tenets, and argues that: 
 
Posthuman Drama – Richard Jordan 17 
humanity’s potential is still unrealized […]. We favour the right to modify and enhance one’s 
body, cognition, and emotions [including] techniques and technologies to extend life, preserve 
the self through cryonics, uploading, and other means, and to choose further modifications 
and enhancements. (“Transhumanist Declaration”) 
 
The movement currently claims to have over 6000 active members, and remains committed to 
realising its vision of a transformed humanity (“Mission”). 
 At the turn of the twenty-first century, Hayles and Francis Fukuyama emerged as major critics 
of the transhumanist subject.  In How We Became Posthuman, Hayles rejects Moravec’s assertion 
that the human mind would remain unchanged once uploaded into a computer, arguing that 
embodiment is crucial to subjectivity (xiv).  While Hayles’s concerns are more philosophical in 
nature (and will be discussed at length later in the chapter), Fukuyama’s Our Posthuman Future 
warns of the moral and ethical implications of a bioengineered future.  For Fukuyama, artificially 
changing the human mind and body would ultimately lead to a threat to “human nature,” and by 
extension, human dignity (7).  Influenced heavily by liberal humanism, Fukuyama’s main assertion 
is that humans possess a universal trait that is recognisable to each other, meriting a minimal level 
of respect.  This trait – which he calls Factor X – risks being slowly eroded away with each assault 
on our biological makeup (149).  Fukuyama’s ultimate vision of the posthuman is a being whose 
sense of “humanness” is unrecognisable, and who threatens the survival of our own. 
 The discourse of transhumanism answers always in the affirmative of progress, and is 
motivated more by science and possibility than by caution and reflection.  Moreover, transhumanist 
discourse regularly shrugs off ethical questions by declaring posthumans to be inevitable.  As Stock 
writes in Metaman: “No one can know what humans will become, but whether it is a matter of fifty 
years or five hundred years, humans will eventually undergo radical biological change” (qtd. in 
Winner 387).  For transhumanists, this imagined union with intelligent machines presents boundless 
possibilities for the extension and even survival of the human race, even as current developments of 
the twenty first century – from climate change to global inequality – have begun to render the 
cyborg as a figure of indulgent fantasy.  Yet emerging in tandem with the transhumanist movement 
has been a more subtle articulation of technology’s present-day impact, which aligns with the 
science of cybernetics to construct a contemporary posthuman subject. 
 
The Posthuman Subject 
 
 Having clarified what my use of the posthuman term is not, I now seek to situate my own 
definition within the work of four contemporary scholars: Hayles, Herbrechter, Wolfe, and Carlson.  
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Although differing slightly in their articulations, each author defines the posthuman subject as an 
antihumanist model of digital culture that specifically invokes cybernetic theory.  Drawing my own 
conclusions from these authors, I define a posthuman subject as a biological human who equates, 
compares, or models their identity with networked, intelligent machines: a figure unique to the 
digital age.  In How We Became Posthuman, Hayles reconciles posthumanism with the cybernetic 
paradigm for the first time, arguing that the emergence of digital computing has revealed humans to 
be the intelligent machines we always were.  This notion is further refined by Herbrechter and 
Wolfe, who expand Hayles’s cybernetic paradigm to include the natural world and nonhuman 
agency respectively.  Carlson, by contrast, defines the posthuman subject as the result of the digital 
age, rather than a pre-existing condition only recently revealed.  Yet despite these specific 
differences, all four argue for a vision of the posthuman that is firmly rooted in the present day, and 
equally applicable to both prosthetic and biological subjects.  Theirs is a posthuman defined by 
perception: an endless “feedback loop” between humans and intelligent machines (Hayles, How 2). 
 The notion that posthumanism and technology might be linked together was first suggested by 
Ihab Hassan in 1976.  In “Prometheus as Performer: Toward a Posthumanist Culture,” Hassan 
argues that “humanists” (echoing Foucault) are nearing their end-date: “The astonishing 
convergences of imagination and science, myth and technology, in contemporary culture have 
tended to elude them” (839).  Twentieth century developments in science, philosophy, space 
exploration, and artificial intelligence, Hassan believed, had reconfigured the world in ways beyond 
the scope of the humanist paradigm: “We need first to understand that the human form – including 
human desire and all its external representations – may be changing radically, and thus must be re-
visioned.  We need to understand that five hundred years of humanism may be coming to an end as 
humanism transforms itself into something that we must helplessly call posthumanism” (843).  
Hassan’s initial sense of the term tends towards the mystical, citing the NASA Pioneer 10’s flight 
beyond the solar system as an “expansion of human consciousness into the cosmos” (843).  He then 
grounds his ideas in the work of Claude Levi-Strauss and Michel Foucault, claiming that 
structuralism and post-structuralism define the self as “an empty ‘place’ where many selves come to 
mingle and depart” (845).  A posthumanist philosophy, Hassan contends, reconciles the ancient 
view of the self as simultaneously “one and many” (838).   
 Yet Hassan’s vision of posthumanism truly convinces when he tackles the prospect of 
artificial intelligence.  Acknowledging the then-contemporary vision of an intelligent machine – the 
supercomputer HAL in 2001: A Space Odyssey – Hassan argues that the prospect of artificial 
intelligence is less fantastical than many of the film’s audience might realise.  In a key gesture, 
Hassan veers away from futuristic visions, and aims his gaze squarely at the contemporary moment: 
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Will artificial intelligence supersede the human brain, rectify it, or simply extend its powers?  
We do not know.  But this we do know: artificial intelligences, from the humblest calculator 
to the most transcendent computer, help to transform the image of man, the concept of the 
human.  They are agents of a new posthumanism, even if they do no more than the IBM 360-
196 [a 1970s mainframe computer system]. (846; my emphasis) 
 
While Hassan does not go on to develop his term further, his paper nonetheless represents the first 
articulation of a present-day, technologically-enabled posthumanism, basing the term not on 
technical prostheses, but on perception.  Despite this, Hassan’s was a post-humanism, rather than a 
posthuman-ism, conceived as an antihumanist project informed by technology, but not by the figure 
of the cyborg.  That definition of the term was to lie dormant for another two decades. 
 As previously discussed, in the 1980s Haraway’s “Cyborg Manifesto” invoked the figure of 
the cyborg as a post-gender construct, while Halberstam and Livingston adopted the term in the 
1990s as an artefact of postmodernism.  Yet it was not until 1999 that Hayles ventured back to 
Hassan’s original definition of posthumanism, marrying it to the antihumanist implications of 
cybernetic theory.  In How We Became Posthuman, Hayles argues that the rise of cybernetics in the 
mid twentieth century reframed not only the machines that humans were designing, but how 
humans began to think of themselves.  This paradigm shift suggests that “we have always been 
posthuman,” rather than the liberal subject of Cartesian thought (291).  Reframed in terms of the 
intelligent machine, the posthuman subject becomes a pluralistic assemblage, “a distributed 
cognition located in disparate parts that may be in only tenuous connection with each other” (3).  
Here the liberal subject is dismantled: in a cybernetic world, any sense of autonomy, rationality, and 
“freedom from the wills of others” is undercut, and no longer “in control” (288).  Crucially, the 
focus of Hayles’s term is not on any imagined sense of literal posthumanity, but rather, in the spirit 
of Hassan, on a new way of perceiving cognition and consciousness (286).  In Hayles’s words, 
“even a biologically unaltered Homo sapiens counts as posthuman” (4). 
 Hayles’s claim of a present-day posthuman is grounded by a comprehensive history of the 
post-World War Two field of cybernetics.  Coined by American mathematician Norbert Weiner in 
1948, cybernetics was a communication-based science that sought to understand the functions and 
processes of informational systems – be they human, animal or mechanical – that operated on a 
recursive “feedback loop”; that is, systems that changed their behaviour according to “feedback” 
from their surrounding environment (Wiener, Cybernetics 96).9  Historically, automaton devices (or 
self-moving objects) were conceived and operated on “a closed clockwork basis” (Weiner, Human 
                                                
9 Wiener named his science after an early self-regulating device used to direct ships; the Greek word kybernetes means 
steersman (Cybernetics 11). 
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22).  This meant that while they could perform functions based on their expected performance, they 
could not self-regulate based on their actual performance, or respond to feedback from their 
environment (Wiener, Human 25).  To do so, a machine would need to more closely mimic the 
human mind and body.  Yet this seemingly benign leap in logic was to implicate the human subject 
in yet another feedback loop, reducing the human “itself” to the level of the intelligent machine 
(Hayles, How 2). 
 One of the foremost proponents of artificial intelligence was the British computer scientist 
Alan Turing (How xi).  In his 1950 paper “Computing Machinery and Intelligence,” Turing set out 
to consider the question “can machines think?” by adopting the model of an old Victorian parlour 
game known as “the imitation game” (433).  In its original form the game was played by three 
people: a man (A), a woman (B), and an interrogator of either sex (C).  The interrogator would stay 
in a room apart from the other two, and communicate with both via hand or type-written notes.  The 
object of the game was for the interrogator to determine which of the other two is the man and 
which is the woman (433).  Turing proposed an updated version, whereby a machine replaced the 
role of A (434).  In this scenario, a human interrogator communicates with a digital computer in one 
room and a woman in the other.  The question of “can machines think?” is thus replaced with “can 
machines imitate?” and the implications of the interrogator making the wrong choice.  If A can 
successfully convince C that it is B, there can be no “essential” difference between all three (434).  
The Turing Test, as it became known, set the agenda for artificial intelligence debates for the next 
three decades, and heavily influenced the formation of cybernetic machines (Hayles, How xi).  
Hayles notes that the eventual goal on both sides of the Atlantic was to design a machine that could 
self-regulate its own performance based on external sensory messages: that could, in essence, 
“function like a man” (7).  So began a cybernetic “house of mirrors,” in which humans and 
machines became defined by each other (McCarty 31). 
 Despite her interest in redefining intelligence, one of the central features of Hayles’s thesis is 
a call to reclaim embodiment in a digital age (How 2).  In response to Moravec’s notion of 
uploading the mind to a machine, Hayles is compelled to insist that biological embodiment is 
inseparable from human cognition.  Rather than being “an abstract informational entity,” the human 
mind and body are unified, Hayles asserts, and as such any separation of the two would 
fundamentally change human consciousness (1).  Instead of locating the posthuman in a 
transhumanist future, Hayles seeks to place the posthuman in the present moment, privileging 
materiality while at the same time re-thinking the subject via an informational paradigm (5).  What 
excites Hayles about the posthuman point of view is that it reveals “thought” to be “a much broader 
cognitive function” than the Cartesian ego, dependent on its material form for all its specificities 
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(xiv).  Yet even within a biological body, the cybernetic system is still allowed to flourish, radically 
changing how humanist boundaries are conceived (84).  
 To illustrate her point, Hayles makes reference to a thought experiment proffered by the 
cyberneticist Gregory Bateson to his students in the 1960s.  Posed with the question of whether a 
blind man’s cane is part of the man, most of his students answered that the “man” ended at his skin 
(How 84).  Yet when viewed from a cybernetic perspective, cane and man are joined in a single 
system, “for the cane funnels to the man essential information about his environment” (84).  Hayles 
argues that this is essentially the posthuman subject: a flow of information moving from one system 
to another, where the boundaries between self and world are in continuous negotiation (3).  The 
perspective also offers significant ramifications for humanity’s relationship with the natural 
environment, fashioning humans and nonhumans into a web of “complex interplays that ultimately 
make the entire world one system” (290).  While Badmington (2000), Pickering (2005), and 
arguably Lovelock (1979) have all made similar claims, Hayles is the first to note that this view of 
the world is specifically cybernetic in its logic, and that the emergence of intelligent machines has 
re-shaped our conception of biological systems and human thought. 
 This realisation should not be mistaken for causation, however: Hayles is not a technological 
alarmist.  While she claims not to celebrate nor resist the posthuman, she welcomes the prospect of 
“getting out of some of the old boxes and opening up new ways of thinking about what being 
human means” (How 285).  For Hayles, the posthuman subject is revealed by computers to be what 
we always were, not the result of a technologically saturated culture (291).  While I appreciate the 
difference between the two – especially in the context of Hayles’s own argument – in the final 
analysis the end-result must surely be the same.  Whether computers revealed or created the 
posthuman subject is in some ways irrelevant; that they hastened its arrival remains Hayles’s key 
claim.   
 I also depart from Hayles on one final point: the posthuman’s relationship to the liberal 
subject.  Despite successfully arguing that cybernetics undercuts the liberal view, Hayles still 
paradoxically maintains that “the posthuman continues the liberal tradition rather than disrupts it” 
(5).  Her justification for this relates to embodiment.  In her definition of a posthuman subject, the 
self is still an embodied entity, despite being equated with intelligent machines.  Hayles is seeking 
to differentiate herself from authors such as Moravec here, but in doing so confuses her argument.  
For me – and for several other scholars – the posthuman subject fundamentally disrupts the liberal 
subject, creating an environment where, in the words of Bradley Onishi, “a mystical posthuman 
emerges: networked, multiple, and fluid, it is never fully present, nor decipherable to itself” (103).  
The conflict generated between a society built on liberal autonomy and the posthuman nature of a 
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digital world is a crucial element of posthuman drama.  Yet while Hayles and I differ in our specific 
articulations, she remains the central author underpinning the cybernetic posthuman movement.   
 In the 2000s, posthumanism grew into a “shape shifting” term, liberally employed in fields as 
diverse as animal rights, eco-criticism, disability studies, social network theory, the “digital 
humanities,” and psychoanalysis (Miah 71).  Badmington’s Posthumanism (2000) took an early 
lead in attempting to reconcile these various ideas into one cohesive enterprise, yet by 2010, even 
he was forced to admit that the term had only grown more fragmented (“Posthumanism” 381).  
Within these various articulations, however, the cybernetic posthuman of Hayles lived on, refined 
by three key authors.  While not always agreeing with each other, nor with Hayles herself, 
Herbrechter, Wolfe, and Carlson each refined Hayles’s ideas to reveal new ways of thinking about 
the posthuman subject.  Carlson’s “posthuman mode of being,” Herbrechter’s ironic 
“posthumanism without technology,” and Wolfe’s reappraisal of communications theory have all 
re-defined the posthuman subject for a new century.  Sixteen years on from Hayles’s initial claims, 
the “networked human” is no mere abstraction.  The cybernetic posthuman is now the result of a 
digitally integrated culture, where the subject is eternally connected to a global network (Onishi 
102). 
 Herbrechter’s initial essays on posthumanism (with Ivan Callus) in the early 2000s were 
critical of the field’s technological obsession (“What’s wrong”).  Calling to expand the notion of a 
“posthuman” beyond transhumanist visions (either real or metaphorical), Callus and Herbrechter 
argued instead for an ironic “posthumanism without technology.”  Taking their cue from Derrida, 
they argue that humanity has always defined itself against the “inhuman,” and that the cyborg is 
merely the most recent incarnation of that image (“Critical Posthumanism” 15).  Yet by 2013, 
Herbrechter had softened this stance.  In Posthumanism: A Critical Analysis, he envisions a “non-
technological” posthuman that is nonetheless informed by cybernetics and systems theory (204).  
He defines this notion of posthumanity as the integration of “subject and system,” in which the 
posthuman condition is not the erasure of the subject, but rather an “expansion of subjectivity” to 
include nonhuman actors (198).  He writes further that “[a] critical posthumanism, therefore, is 
positioned in between the notions of system and subject, autopoiesis and the multiplicity of life 
forms […] and thus also between deconstruction and systems theory” (198).  Herbrechter thus 
resolves his initial call to release posthumanism from the cult of the “posthuman,” while still 
accepting the influence of cybernetic theory. 
 Wolfe, meanwhile, made a similar journey throughout the 2000s.  Initially utilising the 
posthumanist term to make a case for animal rights, Wolfe’s views have expanded into more 
technologically-weighted territory.  His 2009 book What is Posthumanism? combines post-
structural and cybernetic traditions into a term that is the “opposite” of transhumanism, which he 
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labels “an intensification of humanism” (xv).  For Wolfe, the posthumanist project views the human 
“as a fundamentally prosthetic creature that has coevolved with various forms of technicity and 
materiality, forms that are radically ‘not human’ and yet have nevertheless made the human what it 
is” (xxv).  Similar to Hayles, Wolfe views the “co-evolution” of humans with technology as a 
mutual becoming, and an inherent feature of the Homo sapiens.  Crucially, however, Wolfe labels 
Niklas Luhmann’s theory of communication as specifically “posthumanist,” in his description of a 
language system operating independently of human actors (xix).  Luhmann’s work (in the 1980s 
and 1990s) viewed communication as a system that uses subjects for its own reproduction, reducing 
the mind itself to a mere “medium” (“How Can” 379).  In this model, the human subject never 
communicates, but is rather the vessel through which information flows.  When language is 
regarded as a system unto itself, Luhmann argues, then “only communication can communicate” 
(371).  Wolfe contends that Luhmann’s posthumanism “forces us to rethink our taken for granted 
modes of human experience […] by recontextualising them in terms of the entire sensorium of other 
living beings and their own autopoietic ways of ‘bringing forth a world’” (xxv).  Wolfe thus extends 
the posthuman subject – like Herbrechter before him – to include a “proliferation of subjects,” 
including nonhuman agents.  For both, the posthuman subject exists as a response to cybernetic 
theory, in a condition which pre-dates 1950; not as a result of a digital environment.  This final 
concept would arrive from an unexpected source: the field of theological philosophy.  
 In The Indiscrete Image (2008), Carlson notes that he is not the first scholar to marry 
theological concepts to the digital world, nor to theorize on the human subject’s relationship to a 
digital ether.  Sherry Turkle’s The Second Self (1984) had made an early foray into existential 
notions of cyberspace, while various philosophers from Žižek (2002) to Mark Hansen (2006) have 
examined the moral and existential implications of virtuality.  Yet Carlson was the first to collect 
these ideas into the cybernetic posthuman realm, defining a “posthuman mode of being” as “a 
technoscientific existence that extends and reshapes the powers of human thought, agency, and 
imagination […] even as it alters the boundaries and character of human and other life” (15).  For 
Carlson, it is the sheer critical mass of digital technologies in the twenty-first century that has 
rendered the human as posthuman.  Rather than enabling this paradigm shift, Carlson believes that 
digital technologies have instead facilitated its creation, solidifying the metaphor of the “subject 
within a system” via the integration of human beings into a “technological unconscious” (18). 
 Carlson draws on the work of two key authors to ground his premise of the posthuman: Mark 
C. Taylor, and Michel Serres.  Taylor’s notion of a “nodular subjectivity” first appeared in 2001, 
but had yet to be critiqued from a posthumanist perspective.  Taylor argues that the onset of 
network culture has given rise to a new form of subjectivity, in which the self becomes a vessel for 
worldwide webs of information (231).  Though Taylor himself never uses the term “posthuman,” 
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his description of the self as a relational “we” sounds remarkably similar to Hayles’s cybernetic 
subject.  What Taylor emphasises, however, is the relationship between the subject and a 
technological “world brain,” in which the self is reduced to “a permeable membrane” through 
which information flows (199).  Rather than actively screening that information, Taylor argues, “the 
self is the result” of that screening process, and not an organising agent of its own (205; original 
emphasis).  He then places this nodular subject in the context of a technological “collective 
intelligence” (the internet, satellite systems, local area networks), in which information is no longer 
limited to the human mind (220).  Within this environment, “it is no longer clear where to draw the 
line between mind and matter, self and other, human and machine.  Mind is distributed throughout 
the world” (230; original emphasis).   For Taylor, digital network cultures have facilitated an 
expanded subjectivity, in which human cognition is not a discrete entity, but merely one node 
within a global consciousness. 
 Carlson also draws on the ideas of French philosopher Michel Serres, who argues that the 
ubiquity of digital technologies, satellite networks, mobile communications, and cyberspace has 
reconfigured the subject’s relationship with the wider world.  Serres writes that “we are losing our 
finitude in demonstrable ways […] undoing the boundaries of subject and object, the borders of life 
and death, and the kinds of spatial and temporal limits that have long defined us” (qtd. in Carlson 
141).  Within this context, “the human ‘itself’ likewise grows increasingly difficult or even 
impossible to locate clearly or define securely” (Carlson 141).  In departing from these traditional 
boundaries, Serres argues, we in turn depart from the stable notions of a fixed liberal self, and all its 
associated moralities.   
 While Serres and Taylor arrive at similar conclusions, it is Carlson who draws their key 
findings together into the posthuman paradigm: “The posthuman subject is an indeterminate, 
irreducibly relational, and endlessly adaptive figure whose intelligence and agency are not simply 
possessed or controlled by the individual or his will, but are distributed throughout complex 
networks that exceed, even as they constitute, [that] individual” (15).  Carlson thus achieves an 
articulation of Hayles’s posthuman that solidifies her abstractions, presenting a cybernetic subject 
that is actively brought into being within a technoscientific environment.  Carlson’s posthuman is 
the result of the digital age, not a response to a cybernetic paradigm that pre-exists it.  Together 
with Wolfe and Herbrechter, Carlson has been fundamental in outlining a posthuman subjectivity 
specific to the developments of the twenty-first century. 
 This chapter has traced a brief history of the human subject in post-Cartesian thought, 
demonstrating a gradual shift in perception from “human” to “posthuman.”  Various movements 
since the nineteenth century have both rejected and intensified the humanist project, and may be 
read as either antihumanist or transhumanist respectively, guided by the social, political, and 
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technological developments of each period.  In recent years, several scholars have located the 
posthuman in the present day, reframing the liberal subject via a cybernetic paradigm.  Drawing my 
own conclusions from these authors, I define a posthuman subject as a biological human who 
equates, compares, or models their identity with networked, intelligent machines, such that 
cognition comes to both mirror and co-evolve with a digital infrastructure.  Within this logic, the 
human mind and body are reconfigured as an amalgam of material and digital elements: the brain as 
a series of informational processes; the body as an assemblage of harvestable organs; and binary 
and DNA coding as “essentially similar” to each other.  This is a posthuman being constructed not 
by embodiment, but by perception, and as such opens up a range of possible posthuman subjects 
that may be represented on the stage.  Turing’s “Imitation Game” presents an intriguing parallel 
here, revealing the power of imitation – indeed, of a theatrical mimesis – to alter human identity.  
As initiators of theatrical worlds, playwrights are well-placed to construct their characters as 
posthuman subjects, framing how these characters are perceived within the context of a digital 
narrative.  In Chapter Two I identify two movements in western theatre history that have explored 
human-machine mimesis on stage, paving the way for a text-based, posthuman drama. 
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CHAPTER TWO 
POSTHUMAN THEATRE / AUTOMATON DRAMA 
 
 This chapter locates the posthuman subject and its ancestor in two antecedent theatrical 
movements: posthuman theatre, and automaton drama.  In the first section I examine the history of 
posthumanism in theatre studies since 1999, and argue that while the term has frequently been used 
to describe digital spectacle on stage, no major study exists that applies cybernetic posthumanism to 
contemporary text-based drama.  The second section identifies an historical precedent to posthuman 
plays in the form of automaton drama, a genre in which playwrights constructed technologically-
integrated subjects at a formal level.  With specific reference to European and American “worker 
plays” of the 1920s, I argue that works such as Georg Kaiser’s Gas trilogy (1917-1920), Karel 
Capek’s Rossum’s Universal Robots (1921), Yvan Goll’s Methusalem (1924), Eugene O’Neill’s 
The Hairy Ape (1922), Elmer Rice’s The Adding Machine (1923), and Sophie Treadwell’s 
Machinal (1928) employ human-automata mimesis to highlight concerns about the mechanization 
of the 1920s labour force.  These techniques likewise present strong parallels with human-computer 
mimesis in posthuman plays.  At first glance, posthuman theatre and automaton drama may seem 
like disparate movements.  Yet when assessed side by side, they reveal a long tradition of humans 
performing automata in the theatre, both via spectacle and dramatic form.  In How Societies 
Remember, Paul Connerton argues that “[a]ll beginnings contain an element of recollection,” and 
that any “new” social movement is ironically informed by the past (6).  As such, these movements 
suggest that posthuman drama is both a “new” and an “old” phenomenon simultaneously: the most 
recent incarnation of human-machine mimesis on stage. 
 
The Posthuman in Theatre Studies 
 
 The history of posthumanism in theatre studies mirrors the evolution of the term itself, in 
which competing definitions have revealed a wide variety of applications.  Despite this fluidity, 
most posthuman theatre scholarship has remained firmly wedded to digital spectacle – a theatrical, 
rather than a dramatic feature – while in studies that have focused on drama, the “posthumanist” 
term has tended to be used outside of a cybernetic paradigm.  Curiously, a burgeoning field of 
cybernetic posthuman scholarship has emerged in early modern drama studies; yet to date, no 
contemporary plays exploring digital themes have received sustained posthuman criticism.  This 
gap in the literature betrays a wider emphasis of “liveness” over “content” in contemporary theatre 
scholarship – what Hans-Thies Lehmann observed as a rift between “theatre” and “drama” (46).  As 
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this chapter demonstrates, a dramatic model for posthuman theatre would align the term with a 
much older tradition. 
 The posthuman seems to have entered theatre scholarship in 1999, when Matthew Causey 
invoked the term to articulate the aesthetic effect of productions that incorporate digital 
technologies (“Postorganic” 185).  Citing the rise of internet, video, and mediated theatre, Causey 
argued that “the appearance of theatre in the virtual space […] establishes a unique aesthetic 
object,” and that technological developments of the late twentieth century had ushered in “a 
posthuman phase” (185, 186).  By 2002, Steve Dixon had identified “posthuman bodies” in 
virtually mediated theatre environments (an aesthetic he would later describe as “digital 
performance”), while in 2004 Gabriella Giannachi applied the term to internet-broadcast work in 
her term “virtual theatre.”  Other scholars used similar terminology when describing a digital mise-
en-scène: the most notable being Jennifer Parker-Starbuck’s “cyborg theatre” (2003 & 2011), Helen 
Varley Jamieson’s “cyberformance” (2008), Rosemary Klich’s “multimedia theatre” (2007) and 
Klich and Edward Scheer’s “multimedia performance” (2012).  Parker-Starbuck’s work draws 
heavily on the “cyborg” theories of Donna Haraway, combining the human-machine concept with 
technologically integrated performance works, while Jamieson restricts her definition to 
performances that use internet technologies.  Most scholars have shied away from addressing 
thematic concerns, with the exception of Klich and Scheer, who define “multimedia performance” 
as productions where the media used on stage contributes “significantly” to the content (Multimedia 
17).  In the specific field of posthuman theatre, Causey, Dixon, Giannachi, and Klich and Scheer 
have emerged as the most prominent figures, having first adopted, refined, expanded, and solidified 
the term respectively.  Yet for all of these authors, the posthuman subject on stage is defined in the 
first instance not by content, but by spectacle. 
 The first author to adopt the term – Causey – begins cautiously, asserting that any theorisation 
of digitally-integrated theatre must remain grounded in the material body (“Postorganic” 187).  
Crucially, he argues that it is the tension between the material and the virtual that characterises what 
he terms “postorganic performance” (185).  He subsequently expands his term into a “theatre of 
monsters,” declaring that “the great drama of contemporary western subjectivity might be 
configured as the transitional process of the human from a solely organic to a technologically 
integrated entity,” and that, in order to represent this drama fully, “the theatre […] needs to engage 
in technologies that have helped to occasion that culture” (182).  To this end, merely discussing the 
digital world on stage is not enough: what is needed, Causey asserts, is “the creation of hybrid 
forms of performance, forms of a monstrous theatre that bridge, extend, and explore the gaps 
between the live and the mediated” (182).   
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 In Theatre and Performance in Digital Culture: From Simulation to Embeddedness, Causey 
situates the posthuman term within western culture’s “will to virtuality,” which he describes as “the 
desire for disappearance into cyber-territories […] a forgetfulness of being” (7).  He extends this 
notion by quoting Žižek’s idea that in our culture’s onslaught of digital simulations, the boundaries 
between the real and the simulated have become difficult to detect (54).  Within this environment, a 
techno-materialism emerges: “The posthuman body lives within new spaces of virtual environments 
and ubiquitous surveillance” (53; original emphasis).  Drawing on Antonin Artaud’s notion of the 
theatrical “double,” Causey then seeks to formulate a practical vision of posthuman performance as 
one defined by a “split subjectivity,” whereby the technological mediation of a performer evokes 
both their “real” and “virtual” selves (17).  Foregrounding the use of spectacle to achieve this effect, 
Causey quotes the famous maxim by Brecht (then speaking of expressionist techniques) that: 
“Petroleum resists the five-act form […]. It is impossible to explain a present-day character by 
features or a present-day action by motives that would have been adequate in our fathers’ time” 
(Brecht 30).  Supplement “petroleum” for “virtuality,” Causey suggests, and the argument still 
holds.   
 Despite his use of the posthuman to describe digital technologies on stage, Causey remains 
cautious with the term, acknowledging that the idea that “our humanness has somehow 
disappeared” because of the rise of technology is a dangerous one (53).  Yet he maintains that 
“answering the call of the technological has its ideological effects and ethical ramifications” and 
that the posthuman model is the most useful in understanding theatre performed with the aid of 
virtual technologies (52-53).  Causey’s adoption of posthuman thought can be read as an evolving 
mode of enquiry, eventually affirming the posthuman body as the central site of digitally-integrated 
performances. 
 Yet while Causey is the first to adopt the term, Dixon is the first to apply the “biologically 
unaltered” posthuman to the theatre culture at large.  Noting Hayles’s assertion that “people become 
posthuman when they think they are posthuman,” Dixon argues that “If we accept this premise, we 
may need to acknowledge that ‘digital performance’ is predominantly created by people who are 
posthuman for people who are posthuman” (“Absent Fiends” par. 13; original emphasis).  While 
Causey’s position rests on the tension between material and virtual bodies on stage, Dixon views 
the theatre as an “always-already simulation” that merely reflects a wider posthuman culture (par. 
15).  Dixon further expands his argument in Digital Performance, by defining the field as 
“performance works where computer technologies play a key role rather than a subsidiary one in 
content, techniques, aesthetics, or delivery forms” (3).  The inclusion of the word “or” is crucial 
here.  Under this definition, a theatre performance about computer technologies would still earn the 
definition of “digital performance,” whether those technologies are used on stage or not.  Yet for 
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Dixon, this has not proved to be the case.  “Content” remains largely ignored in his work, in favour 
of articulating the “techniques, aesthetics, and delivery forms” of digitally-themed productions. 
 In the same book, Dixon situates his adoption of the posthuman within the broader field of 
“cyborgic performance praxis” (8), arguing that the term is in a better position to critique digitally 
enabled theatre than its postmodernist cousins.  “Postmodernism’s obsession with the virtual and 
the fake” (23) is no longer useful in a simulated culture, primarily, he contends, because “the notion 
of the ‘real’ has never sat happily within theatre and performance,” a medium which by its own 
admission tells lies to speak the truth (153).  Dixon further argues that postmodernist and 
poststructuralist theorists have consistently positioned technology in negative terms, while 
posthuman thought maintains a more neutral stance (153).  Differing slightly from Causey, and 
paving the way for Giannachi, he writes: “For me, postmodernism is the explanation of how society 
has become consumed by mass media; how we are becoming the media. The posthuman notion 
extends this until we are media itself” (153).  Dixon’s vision of the posthuman on stage thus 
remains wedded to the integration of media in performance: a posthuman defined – and confined – 
by spectacle. 
 Giannachi’s work initially traverses similar territory to Causey and Dixon, envisioning a 
mediated theatre whereby “the societies of information and of flesh and blood are temporarily 
merged” (Virtual Theatres 12).  However her concept of a “virtual theatre” is predominantly a 
forum to explore posthuman concepts via internet-enabled and networked performances (Klich, 
“Multimedia Theatre” 47).  Giannachi contends that this theatre is “undoubtedly post-dramatic,” for 
“just as the viewer is no longer entirely in one location, they are also no longer viewing something 
that has a clear beginning, middle and end […]. Virtual theatre, like the reality it allows us to view, 
is made of fragments, segments, of information” (Virtual Theatres 11).  In this context, the 
posthuman condition and the “condition of virtuality” are one and the same.  In her subsequent 
book The Politics of New Media Theatre, Giannachi broadens her definition of a posthuman body 
beyond the virtual to the informational.  “Following the decoding of the human genome,” she 
writes, “the body […] is increasingly equated to and treated as information,” a coded system which 
can be deciphered and reconfigured to new ends (1).  This definition allows for a wider range of 
posthuman bodies to be considered, from clones to cyborgs to genetically engineered babies, each 
marked by a series of bodily signifiers.  As Giannachi observes, our current machine equation is 
predominantly a cybernetic one, signposting forward towards a biologically integrated future.  Yet 
like Dixon and Causey before her, Giannachi’s posthuman subjects can only ever exist on stage via 
virtual or digital spectacle, a notion expanded on further by the final prominent voices in the field, 
Klich and Scheer. 
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 Building on the work of their predecessors, Klich and Scheer locate the posthuman subject 
across a range of performance platforms.  Their term “multimedia performance” denotes works that 
“creatively utilise media technologies,” including virtual, networked, and interactive productions, as 
well as postdramatic performances that blend filmic media with live practitioners (17).10  Within 
this space, Klich and Scheer identify the potential for a “posthuman performance,” in which the 
subject becomes “unfinished,” existing as both a material and informational entity (192).  The 
authors provide three contemporary examples to contend this.  In their first example, a video 
installation called Modell 5, human sounds are remixed live in the space, where technological 
interventions render them inhuman (185).  They contend that this live remixing constitutes a 
“performance,” and that the work “problematizes perceptions of the separateness of bodies and 
media” (188).  In their second example, Klich and Scheer cite the work of Australian performance 
artist Stelarc, who in a 2000 production inhabited a “motion prosthesis,” a backpack with hydraulic 
muscle actuators that made his arms move in tandem with a screen avatar above.  They describe this 
performance as “a kind of posthuman puppet show,” in which Stelarc became a “literally 
cybernetic” subject (196).  In their final example, the Blast Theory work Can You See Me Now?, 
audience members logged on to an online multi-player game at a scheduled time over several 
nights.  The game was constructed to represent the city the audience members lived in, and as their 
virtual avatars ran along the online city streets, members of Blast Theory would run along the “real” 
street counterparts, communicating with audience members when they could “see” them (Klich, 
“Performing” par. 7).  Klich and Scheer argue that the work locates the participant in three 
simultaneous spaces: in front of the computer screen, in the online game, and in the virtual/physical 
space of the city’s streets.  In this setting, the participant exists as both a “material and information” 
entity: a posthuman mode of being (Multimedia 201).  For Klich and Scheer, the posthuman subject 
is created in performance via the confluence of multimedia technologies with the physical body, be 
that in virtual, interactive, or hybrid environments (17).  Yet their focus – like that of Causey, 
Dixon, and Giannachi – suggests that the representation of this subjectivity can only ever be literal, 
defined in its first instance by digital spectacle.   
 Since 2001, a small collection of scholars has countered the spectacle argument by applying 
the “posthuman” term to text.  Haiping Yan was the first theatre scholar to adopt the term in this 
way, in an analysis of the work of Chinese playwright Gao Xingjian (Yan 21).11  Preceding the 
work of similar scholars by a decade, Yan initiated the small field of posthumanist theatre 
                                                
10 I am not suggesting that Klich and Scheer are the first to coin the term “multimedia performance” (the concept of 
intermediality has been established in theatre scholarship since at least the 1980s), but their use of the term explicitly 
employs the cybernetic posthuman, and is a term they have sought to stake out. 
11 Yan’s analysis of non-western drama technically falls outside the parameters of this study, yet by applying the 
posthuman term to play texts for the first time, she paved the way for subsequent western-based scholarship.  As such, 
her findings warrant a brief mention here.   
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scholarship to examine contemporary playwrights.12  Yan first settles on the term by quoting Gao 
himself, who, in a 1987 essay, placed his work in the tradition of what he termed “Chinese 
modernism” (21).  Gao argued that this tradition emerged in the early 1980s, as a reaction against 
attacks on the individual self during the cultural revolution of 1966-76 (21).  Using three of Gao’s 
most famous plays from the 1980s and 1990s – Bus Stop, The Fugitives, and Between Life and 
Death – Yan traces a trajectory of what she terms “modernist,” “postmodernist,” and “posthuman” 
moments in Chinese thought during this period (24).   
 Yan asserts that Bus Stop, a Beckettian scenario of villagers waiting for a bus that never 
comes, is rescued from a postmodernist worldview by the eventual decision of an elderly silent man 
to “get up and walk” into the night: a modernist affirmation, in Yan’s view, of the individual over 
the collective will (23).  This is contrasted with two further pieces: in The Fugitives, a group of 
characters are as trapped by their rigidly defined “selves” as they are by their social conditions, 
while in Between Life and Death, a character known only as “Woman” tears through several life-
and-death turns to “find out for sure if she’s real or just a body without a soul” (23).  The Woman 
then embarks on an interior journey in which she “acts out several real or imagined memories in 
search for the always-elusive self that may have never existed” (24).  Yan quotes Gao describing 
Between Life and Death as “another kind of drama,” one which “allows the human body and human 
action to return to, inhabit, and constitute the centre stage both of the theatre and of the world,” a 
refutation of the Cartesian cogito ergo sum (26).  These ideas, for Yan, represent a form of 
“posthumanist impulses,” whereby Gao has sought out “a theatrical process of (re)making the 
human self” (27).  Much of what Yan labels here as “posthuman” could be read as “postmodern,” 
yet within the wider context of western (and perhaps Chinese) philosophy, the spirit of the argument 
is identifiably post-humanist.  There is no specific focus, however, on technology, nor are any 
posthuman bodies to be found. 
 For the next decade, posthuman(ist) theatre scholarship was dominated by digital spectacle, 
but in 2010 Laurens de Vos and Ahmet Bicer both reignited the text-based field in quick 
succession.  De Vos emerged as the more prominent scholar, focusing his critiques on the “in-yer-
face”13 movement of British playwriting, and specifically the work of Sarah Kane and Mark 
Ravenhill.  De Vos defines the “posthuman” as a modern-day human rendered desire-less by late 
capitalism, referencing Fukuyama’s concept of “the Last Man” (de Vos 1).  De Vos contends that in 
liberal democracies the contemporary western human, as represented in Ravenhill’s Faust (Faust is 
Dead), is haunted by the loss of “megalothymia,” a primal competitive drive that has always 
defined what it means to be human (2).  Thus de Vos configures the posthuman being as the final 
                                                
12 I use “contemporary” here to refer to scholars analysing the work of playwrights working within their own lifetime. 
13 The term was coined by Aleks Sierz in 2000 to describe a collection of British playwrights in the 1990s who covered 
themes of a graphic or confrontational nature (qtd. in de Vos 2). 
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endpoint of half a century of postmodernism, a time where “all values, principles and perspectives 
(have been) downgraded by the propagation of relativism of the truths they claim to possess” (4).  
Combining this idea with the “hyper-reality” of mass media culture, de Vos finds proof of the loss 
of “megalothymia” in Faust (Faust is Dead) through its proliferation of characters harming 
themselves and each other.  “Cruelty […] has become the only feasibility to confirm one’s being-
there, instead of being a virtual product of a hyper-reality governed by consumerism and simulated 
experiences” (7; original emphasis).14  For de Vos, the combination of postmodernist messages and 
media has transformed the homo sapiens from human to posthuman, heralding “a new paradigmatic 
period” which signals “the death of man, the end of history […] and the onset of a posthuman era” 
(9).  Yet while technology plays a part in this vision of posthuman(ist) drama, the central definition 
is located in a human not at odds with machines, but with capitalism. 
 Meanwhile, in an essay on Sarah Kane’s oeuvre, Bicer links notions of posthuman drama not 
with Kane’s thematic concerns, but with her form (78).  For Bicer, the “postdramatic structure” of 
Kane’s plays renders her characters as posthuman (78).  Using Lehmann’s definition that 
postdramatic theatre breaks the unities of Aristotelian plot, time, and action, Bicer posits that the 
characters of all of Kane’s plays – subtly in Blasted and most explicitly in Crave – refuse to obey 
the rules of the traditional unified subject, dissolving boundaries between their various selves and 
each other (78): “Characters change their identities by adopting each others’ names, by exchanging 
clothes and even bodies so that the distinctions between the individuals slowly disappear […] Sarah 
Kane creates non-dramatic characters” (79).  For Bicer, the “non-dramatic” and the “posthuman” 
subject are one and the same (79).  Both de Vos and Bicer can be read as fundamentally 
deconstructing humanism in their critiques, employing the work of Ravenhill and Kane to envision 
a post-humanist condition on the contemporary stage.  The cybernetic posthuman, however, is not 
their prime point of focus, nor is “technology” the subject of these plays.   
 One area in which cybernetic posthuman paradigms have been utilised, perhaps unexpectedly, 
is in the realm of historical play texts.  In 2009 Henry S. Turner argued that “early modern theatre 
was the ‘new media’ of the sixteenth century,” functioning as a type of machine which generated 
“artificial life” for its audience (207).  For Turner, the cybernetic paradigm proposed by Wiener and 
refined by Hayles opens up a variety of new ways to read Shakespeare’s plays.  The first is to think 
of the plays as “[computer-style] programs run off scripts, on platforms with a complex architecture 
of parts or structural elements” (207).  In this model, Shakespearean theatre becomes a series of 
codes signifying systems: “embodied or ‘histrionic’ codes (gesture, movement, facial expressions, 
voice volume, and tone) as well as theatrical codes (sound effects, lights, props, visual tableaux)” 
                                                
14 The “virtual” aspects of de Vos’s paper certainly cross over with the spirit of posthuman drama, although de Vos 
never evokes the cybernetic posthuman to describe this effect. 
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(208; original emphasis).  On stage, the actors became translators among the different levels of 
code, so that a coherent “play” is produced for the audience (209).  The benefits of thinking of 
Shakespearean plays in this way, Turner posits, is twofold.  Firstly, it allows for the fact that the 
text, like the computer programming language of today, executed a variety of codes to manufacture 
a form of “artificial life” for early modern audiences.  Secondly, Turner contends, by viewing 
Shakespearean characters in this way, we might view them less in a modern, “psychological” 
manner, and more as “a code distributed across a series of registers that include words, gestures, 
[and] objects” (210) – in other words, as part of a well-oiled “machine” (204).  Such insights, 
Turner concludes, may allow us to realise that early modern theatres and audiences were never as 
“human”(ist) as we thought they were (214). 
 Turner’s essay signalled a new posthuman-centred discourse in historical text-based drama, 
one which was built on by Farrah Lehman, who devotes her study to locating the posthuman in 
early modern drama, specifically John Webster’s The White Devil.  She uses a cybernetics-infused 
informational paradigm to read Webster’s text, proposing, firstly, that key plot developments in the 
play “question the primacy of the rational, thinking human mind,” as Webster’s characters “fail to 
encounter events – and sometimes ghosts – with their eyes, ears and tongues” (15).  This, Lehman 
argues, creates a sense of a “consciousness existing outside the human mind,” echoing the 
posthuman notion of intelligent machines, which challenges the human’s view of “reality” (2-3).  
Lehman’s second proposition is that in viewing The White Devil through a posthuman paradigm, 
the text can be read as an informational system which exhibits “signs but not signifiers, 
performance but not representation,” and that this, in part, explains the motivations of the “anti-
theatre” movement of the period (81).  Early modern theatre, Lehman argues, featured what she 
calls “signaletic anti-illusionism,” which blurred the boundaries between fiction and reality, causing 
moral and ethical consternation (81).  “For those who fiercely opposed the theatre, enacting a sin or 
crime onstage could engender the same effects that committing that sin or crime offstage would” 
(81).  The fear among the theatre’s critics was that the audience would not be able to tell the two 
apart, in effect challenging both their senses and their rational minds (81).  While Lehman’s and 
Turner’s analyses successfully use cybernetic and posthuman paradigms to view historical texts, 
they aren’t concerned with plays exploring the impact of technology on consciousness.  They are, 
however, the closest that text-based drama scholars have come to employing the cybernetic 
posthuman.  
 As this section has shown, contemporary theatre scholarship has overwhelmingly tended 
towards spectacle when identifying posthuman subjects in performance, or been confined to 
historical or non cybernetic-based studies.  Yet by recognising posthumanism as a perception-based 
identity project, contemporary plays may also be read through a posthuman paradigm, as distinct 
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from how they are presented on stage.  I now seek to present an historical precedent to posthuman 
drama, via an analysis of European and American “worker plays” of the 1920s.  Via the use of in-
text cues, the playwrights of these works constructed technologically-integrated subjects at a formal 
level, in an effort to explore and assuage the technological anxieties of the age.   
 
Automaton Drama 
 
 As established in Chapter One, a “posthuman subject” may be defined as a human being who 
equates, compares, or models their identity with intelligent machines.  Another term for this process 
is the ancient Greek notion of mimesis – an act of “imitation” identified by Aristotle as being 
central to the art of drama (Poetics 4.1).  This section outlines how playwrights have historically 
constructed technologically-integrated subjects at a formal level via mimetic action, and how these 
techniques have foregrounded the construction of digital identity in posthuman drama.  Kara Reilly 
has noted that the translation of mimesis as “imitation” has often erroneously equated the term with 
realism, a kind of moving photograph of the world (5).  Yet Walter Benjamin offered a more 
nuanced view, defining mimesis as the “powerful [human] compulsion to become and behave like 
something else” in order to further knowledge (333).  Benjamin argued that children imitate both 
human and nonhuman agents in order to fully understand the world, and that Aristotle’s original 
articulation of mimesis in drama involved the imitation of “agents,” a term not specific to human 
beings (“Mimetic” 333; Poetics 2.2).  Thus far from being a moving photograph, the mimetic 
faculty allows humans to more fully understand the people, animals, and objects that surround 
them, and by extension, the symbiotic relationship between human and other (Heath xiii).   
 This section argues that the “mimesis of objects” on stage has historically found its expression 
in a canon of works I have termed as automaton drama, and that this human-automata mimesis 
offers a direct historical precedent to the formal techniques of posthuman plays.15  With specific 
reference to European and American “worker plays” of the 1920s, I argue that works such as 
Kaiser’s Gas trilogy, Capek’s Rossum’s Universal Robots, Goll’s Methusalem, O’Neill’s The Hairy 
Ape, Rice’s The Adding Machine, and Treadwell’s Machinal employ human-automata mimesis to 
highlight concerns about the “mechanization” of the 1920s labour force.  Likewise posthuman 
drama employs human-computer mimesis to express anxieties about digital technologies, 
substituting the soulless robot for the intelligent machine, and rendering human characters as part 
biological, part digital code.  Crucially, what connects these plays with those of the past is the 
                                                
15 An automaton is a self-moving object, which has its origins in the ancient world: “automaton” comes from the Greek 
automatos, meaning “acting of itself” (Reilly 1).  These ancient devices were powered by water or gravity, though by 
the nineteenth century most automata were clockwork mechanisms with human-like qualities.  Reilly has referred to 
automata as “the ancestors of our digital world” (9). 
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formal use of mimesis in order to explore technological anxieties – a human-machine identity that is 
constructed at a formal level. 
 Representations of human-automata interaction have appeared in western performance from 
antiquity through to the present day.  From the “living statues” of ancient Egypt to the clockwork 
ballets of the nineteenth century, to the robot workers of 1920s drama, human actors mimicking 
automata have evolved with the technological developments of each historical period (Goodall 442, 
444).  Indeed, in Cybernetics Norbert Wiener argues that humans have been fashioning their image 
in the form of machines for hundreds of years.  He presents what he calls a “history of automata” to 
contend this: “a mythic Golemic age” (pre-history); “the age of clocks” (seventeenth and eighteenth 
centuries); “the age of steam” (eighteenth and nineteenth centuries); and finally “the age of 
communication and control” (post-World War Two) (40-42).  These stages, he argues, in turn have 
generated four models for the human body: the body as malleable, magical clay figure; the body as 
a clockwork mechanism; the body as a glorified heat engine; and the body as an electronic system 
(Wiener 40-42; Giannachi 62).  The first two of these paradigms respectively gave rise to the most 
popular automaton performances of the nineteenth century: adaptations of Mary Shelley’s novel 
Frankenstein (1818), and a series of ballets and comic operas based on E. T. A. Hoffman’s short 
story The Sandman (1816).  In Frankenstein, the doctor creates his Monster via an ambiguous 
process of chemistry and alchemy, a biological rather than a “mechanical” creature (Shelley 89).  In 
a similar manner to the golem, the Monster is moulded out of the same material as Dr 
Frankenstein’s own “flawed, tormented self” (Willingham 137).  In the first stage adaptation of 
1823, the Monster was portrayed as a brutish, inarticulate beast – a far cry from Shelley’s original, 
thoughtful creation – yet his inhuman-ness helped to assuage anxieties about the darker excesses of 
human nature.  With his ghoulish looks and rigid gestures, the stage version of Frankenstein’s 
Monster presented a pre-mechanical model of an actor imitating an automaton, so as to separate 
human from object (15). 
 The various adaptations of E. T. A. Hoffman’s short story The Sandman were to prove more 
in line with the clockwork automata of the nineteenth century.  In the original story, the protagonist, 
Nathaniel, falls in love with a girl named Olympia, and goes mad when he learns that she is a wind-
up doll (Reilly 13).  Despite the tragedy of the original story, stage adaptations often opted for 
happier endings.  In the most famous version, the ballet Coppelia (1870), a young girl, Swanilda, 
dresses in the doll’s clothes to convince her cheating fiancé (now renamed Franz) that she is in fact 
the doll he craves (138).  In performance, this portrayal involved the mimesis of both object and 
human in a single gesture, as the female dancer performing the doll changed “from mere activity 
into expressiveness,” so as to show the doll “coming to life” (Goodall 445; Reilly 138).  The comic 
operas Tales of Hoffman (1881) and The Doll (1896) similarly depicted this story of clockwork 
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mimesis on stage (Reilly 14).  A central theme of these productions was the potential of machines to 
usurp human agency, as automaton creations “escaped” from the control of their human inventors 
(Goodall 445).  Reilly has argued that automaton performances during this period both “enforced 
and assuaged early cultural anxieties about ‘perfect’ machines replacing human beings” (138).  
Thus the mimesis of humans with automata lie at the heart of these performed narratives – a 
celebration of human physicality in an increasingly mechanical age.   
 “The machine” likewise became a site of focus in several avant-garde theatrical movements of 
the early twentieth century.  Celebratory responses to automata during this period included the 
performance work of the futurists in Italy, the productions of Ernst Piscator in Berlin, and the 
theatre arm of the Bauhaus school in Weimar under Oskar Schlemmer, all of whom sought to 
celebrate the technological achievements of the age through a “mechanical” approach to 
performance (Cardullo 9; Styan 131, 138).  Yet operating in tandem with these practitioners was a 
series of dramatic works which viewed the machine with much more trepidation.  Many of these 
works are often labelled “expressionist,” but I depart from this term to isolate a specific group of 
these plays (plus one non-“expressionist” text) that may be viewed as examples of automaton 
drama.  While expressionist drama is often described as a reaction against an increasingly 
mechanized society, not every expressionist play involved humans imitating automata.  In The 
Machine Wreckers (1922) for example, Ernst Toller re-imagines the Luddite rebellion as a fable of 
Marxist revolution, with every character consciously defined against the machine they destroy 
(Davies, Plays 166).  Yet the soulless spectre of the “robot worker” in several other European and 
American plays of the 1920s may nonetheless be viewed as a direct ancestor of posthuman drama’s 
cybernetic subjects.  Crucially, it is the mimetic qualities of the characters in these plays – the 
“mechanization” of their human traits, in both dialogue and action – that most deeply expresses this 
ambivalence, just as posthuman drama signals a similar unease with the “digitization” of the 
contemporary human. 
 The fear of machines in the early twentieth century was perhaps a natural by-product of an era 
of enormous technological change, unprecedented in both speed and scale.  The period of 1880-
1920 saw the invention of the typewriter, the telegraph, the telephone, the phonograph, the 
aeroplane, radio, cinema, popular press, motor cars, and chemical warfare, as well as the 
proliferation of mass electricity (Willett 20; Walker 1).  By the end of World War One, the rise of 
these various machines had ushered in a new wave of technological anxiety.  Germany witnessed 
the birth of a distinctive new style of avant-garde drama, which sought to celebrate the “New Man”: 
a human who could rise above their machine-age environment and return to the natural order (Styan 
47).  These plays – often called “I-dramas” by critics of the period – were distinguishable by their 
disjointed, episodic structure, their use of character “types” rather than individuals, their starkly 
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simplified settings and images, and their rejection of the “cause and effect” plots of naturalism in 
favour of the logic of dreams (Styan 4).  Central to many of these plays was the search for a “soul” 
over Ibsen-esque psychology (Willett 124).  Yet the machine-enabled horrors of World War One 
hastened a wider, political focus among the “I-dramatists,” who increasingly cast a more political 
eye over the machines that had infiltrated their society (3).  Both within and beyond the 
expressionist mode, “the machine” in post-war European drama became viewed as a lethal threat to 
the spiritual self (Segel 298).  I-dramatists presented the human and the machine in direct conflict 
with each other at a formal level – paving the way for the automaton subject. 
 Kaiser was one of the first major playwrights of the period to employ mimesis to explore 
technological anxieties.  In From Morn to Midnight (1912), a banking cashier steals his customer’s 
cash deposit and hits the town, only to despair at the world he finds there (Styan 48).  The play 
featured what was to become one of Kaiser’s signature devices, the so-called “telegraph style,” in 
which naturalistic dialogue was replaced with clipped, mechanical bursts to mimic the new 
communication technologies (Valgemae 10).  Styan has argued that the cashier’s life in the bank 
during the play’s opening scene is comparable to “a caged robot […] mov[ing] in jerks to resemble 
a piece of machinery” (2), and the stage directions do hint at a rigid conformity (Kaiser, Morn 51).  
Much of the play is a commentary on the nullifying effects of capitalism, including a trip to the 
races where the cashier meets a group of wealthy gentlemen described as “animated figures […] all 
alike” (69).  Dismayed by the dehumanising effects of materialism, the cashier resorts to suicide, 
overwhelmed by modern life (48).   
 Kaiser’s use of mimesis becomes more fully developed in his celebrated Gas trilogy, 
comprising The Coral (1917), Gas I (1918) and Gas II (1920).  Though each play is a complete 
work in its own right, the trilogy as a whole tells the story of a wealthy family who own a gas 
works, and who grow to become as mechanical and heartless as the machines that operate in their 
factory (Styan 53).  In Gas I, Kaiser begins to show the effects of this environment on the factory 
floor, as a young girl cautions a group of workers with a story of her dead brother: 
 
GIRL: I no longer knew I had a brother.  Someone left the house in the morning and came 
home at night – and slept.  One of his hands was large – the other small.  The large 
hand never slept.  It kept making the same movements – day and night.  This hand ate 
up his body and sucked up all his strength.  This hand grew to be the whole man!  
What was left of my brother? (62-63) 
 
Although not seen on stage, the Girl’s brother is described as the product of a mechanical age, his 
“large hand” having become an extension of the machine he operated.  In Gas II, Kaiser develops 
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this mimetic idea further.  The factory now produces a poisonous gas for use in trench warfare, and 
the workers have been reduced to nameless, repetitive drones: 
 
SECOND FIGURE IN BLUE (at red pane): Report from third fighting-sector – Enemy 
concentration preparing. (Pane dark.) 
 FIRST FIGURE IN BLUE switches red plug. 
FIFTH FIGURE IN BLUE (at green pane): Report from third works – production one lot 
below contract. (Pane dark.) 
 FIRST FIGURE IN BLUE switches green plug. 
THIRD FIGURE IN BLUE (at red pane): Report from second fighting-sector – Enemy 
concentration preparing. (Pane dark.) 
 FIRST FIGURE IN BLUE switches red plug. (3-4) 
 
This sequence repeats at length for four pages in the play’s opening scene, as the workers become 
as mechanical as the devices they are operating.  In the aftermath of World War One, Kaiser thus 
presents a society where humans have been reduced to killing machines; by play’s end the factory is 
destroyed by a gas bomb, and those left alive are ordered to “exterminate yourselves” (44).  
Through the vivid use of mimetic imagery, Kaiser’s Gas trilogy depicts a mechanized humanity 
bent on its own self-destruction (Styan 53). 
 In Rossum’s Universal Robots (R.U.R), Karel Capek also made use of mimetic performance 
to explore technological anxieties.  Credited with introducing the word “robot” into the English 
language, Capek’s robots came from the Czech word robota, meaning “strenuous work,” and still 
carried historical connotations of serfdom in Czechoslovakia (Segel 297; Graham 115).  In the play 
text itself the robots are described as “synthetic” rather than mechanical beings, formulated via a 
chemical process that “had not occurred to nature at all” (Capek 6).  The New York production of 
1922 introduced the tradition of costuming the robots in metallic dress, and the international success 
of the play throughout the 1920s cemented the public’s association of “robot” with mechanical 
automata (Graham 115).  Yet Capek was less interested in imagining a future of steel-plated 
androids than he was in constructing a metaphor for the millions of “robots” who already existed in 
post-War Europe: the human factory workers reduced to machines under capitalism (117).  
Contemporary thought on factory work had popularised industrial psychology, with the aim of 
controlling the behaviour of human workers so as to maximise productivity.  Similar in practice to a 
system developed by Frederick Taylor in the late nineteenth century, “psychotechnics” – as the 
movement became known – envisioned the worker and the machines they operated as a single 
behavioural entity (116).  In this environment, there was no productive need for a “soul,” or any 
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interior self.  Capek thus envisioned his robots as a satirical response to the drudgery of the real-
world automaton subject (131).   
 Principally a comedy, R.U.R. offers several instances of humans and robots being mistaken 
for one another, in an ironic use of mimesis on stage.  In the first scene, Harry Domain, the General 
Manager of the robot factory, is dictating a letter to his secretary, Sulla.  After a young woman, 
Helena, meets Sulla briefly upon meeting with Harry, she is amazed to later discover that Sulla is, 
in fact, a robot (Capek 11).  A further comic set piece ensues when Helena meets a group of 
gentlemen whom she assumes to be robots, only to learn that they are in fact human beings (19).  
These jokes of mistaken identity require the human and robot characters to be visually 
indistinguishable from each other – and by extension, for humans to play the “robot” roles.  Thus 
the play rests on an ironic mimesis, where humans playing robots are mistaken for humans, and 
humans playing humans might just be robots.  It is only when the robots open their mouths that the 
dialogue indicates their differences: the robots speak in stunted, often monosyllabic speech, and in 
Act One at least, only repeat what they have been taught (Segel 306).  Yet as the play develops, the 
lines between human and robot become increasingly unclear.   
 In Act Two, set five years later, a new generation of robots have been granted “human” 
qualities, including – to improve efficiency – the sensation of “pain” (Capek 47).  Unfortunately the 
introduction of suffering has created a sense of injustice among the more developed robots, and 
soon sparks a rebellion, whereby the robots storm the stage and kill every human character except 
their repairman, Alquist (90).  In the final Act, as Alquist survives alone in a cell, robots have taken 
over the world and killed every other human being.  By now there is very little in the dialogue or 
action to indicate essential differences between robot and human, except for the robots’ lack of 
emotion (92).  Even these differences coalesce by the play’s end, as a robot and “robotess”16 grow 
fond of each other, and realise they must be feeling something akin to love.  Upon witnessing this 
conversion, Alquist gives up on saving mankind, and christens the two robots as a new Adam and 
Eve (104).  “O God,” Alquist cries out, “If there are no human beings, let there at least be Robots!” 
(92).  Like Coppelia, R.U.R. ends with automata “coming to life” – only this time, as heirs to a post-
human world. 
 Automaton mimesis during this period extended not only to factory workers, but to their 
wealthy employers as well.  In Yvan Goll’s Methusalem, a wealthy shoe manufacturer and his 
family are presented as mechanical automata: a commentary on bourgeois values (Segel 314).  The 
titular central character is an archetypal bourgeois figure: he smokes a fat cigar, suffers from gout, 
and carries a solid copper watch-chain around his waist (Goll 81).  Methusalem’s interactions with 
                                                
16 The term is Capek’s own, explained in an early scene by Harry that there was “a certain demand” for female robots in 
the market place: “[s]ervants, saleswomen, clerks. People are used to it” (27).   
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his wife are reduced to the level of machines, capable only of clichéd, programmed responses to 
each other’s banal observations (Segel 318).  His son, Felix, is an even more nightmarish figure, 
outfitted in the latest technological devices, as noted in Goll’s stage directions: 
 
Felix is the modern mathematical man.  For a mouth he wears a copper megaphone, for a 
nose he has a telephone receiver, for eyes two gold coins, for forehead and hat a typewriter, 
and on top he has antennae which light up every time he speaks.  Every sentence he speaks is 
accompanied by a continuous ‘Allo!  Allo!’. (90) 
 
As well as his stereotyped appearance, Felix speaks almost entirely in stock quotations and business 
headlines, thus encapsulating every heartless, money-driven, mechanical bourgeois value that his 
father has instilled in him: a part human, part machine creation (Segel 315). 
 Methusalem’s other key relationship in the play is with a joke-telling Blechautomat, a 
mechanical device that literally translates as an “automaton made out of sheet metal” (Segel 314).  
The “joke box” has the shape of a man and is attired in tails, a white tie, and a top hat, and – given 
the limited stage machinery of the period – was intended to be performed by a human (Goll 84).  
Methusalem winds up the automaton, and places a coin between his lips, “whereupon the robot 
moves with little steps and arm movements and tells jokes in a mechanical voice” (84).  The jokes 
the Blechautomat tells are coarse and anti-Semitic, but Methusalem finds them hysterically funny.  
As he dozes off, “the machine runs down and stops in a grotesque position” (84).  The joke box 
then disappears until the final scene, when a mob of students storms the family home.  After one of 
the students shoots Methusalem, another inserts a coin in the joke box and winds it up.  It clatters 
forward and begins to tell jokes to Methusalem’s corpse, in a grotesque display of one nonhuman 
communicating with another (111).  Goll’s use of automaton mimesis in Methusalem is a withering 
critique not only of bourgeois values, but of the machines that have made them wealthy.  Like 
Toller’s Luddites, the rioters succeed in destroying a capitalist machine – yet for Goll, the machine 
is a man. 
 The 1920s also saw the emergence of a number of automaton dramas across the Atlantic.  In a 
similar vein to their European counterparts, American playwrights during this period also 
envisioned the machine as a metaphor for a soulless, capitalist society – yet with a distinctly 
urbanized slant.  Factory settings were gradually replaced with white-collar offices, depicting the 
“everyman” and – in the case of Machinal – “everywoman” at risk of losing their soul in a 
mechanized world.  Ezra Pound referred to this era as a time of “accelerated grimace,” in which the 
pace of a mechanized life created inner turmoil (Jerz 4).  American playwrights sought to dramatize 
this suffering through the mimesis of human characters with the machines that surrounded them.   
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O’Neill was the first major playwright to mimic the technology of the era, with The Hairy Ape.  
While the play uses many expressionist devices – an episodic structure, non-naturalistic language – 
the main character of Yank also established another precedent on the American stage, that of 
mechanical mimesis.  Yank is a brutish man who works in the bows of a steam ship, and while 
O’Neill’s primary metaphor for him is the “ape” of the play’s title, at various points Yank describes 
himself in purely mechanical terms: 
 
I’m de ting in coal dat makes it boin; I’m steam and oil for de engines; I’m de ting in noise 
dat makes yuh hear it; I’m smoke and express trains and steamers and factory whistles; I’m de 
ting in gold dat makes it money!  And I’m what makes iron into steel!  Steel, dat stands for de 
whole ting!  And I’m steel – steel – steel! (128-129) 
 
Amy Koritz has argued that the rhythm of Yank’s speech in the play mimics those of the ship’s 
engine, acting as a counterpoint to the “organic” speech of other characters (554).  Upon leaving the 
ship in New York, the play implies Yank has been so corrupted by machine processes that he can 
no longer “belong” in the natural world (554).  Yet mechanical mimesis is not restricted to 
depicting the working class in The Hairy Ape; O’Neill also employs the technique to depict the 
wealthy set of Fifth Avenue.  When Yank stumbles into a group of elites in Manhattan, the stage 
directions describe them as “gaudy marionettes, yet with something of the relentless horror of 
Frankensteins in their detached, mechanical unawareness” (O’Neill 147).  The Hairy Ape thus 
employs mimetic techniques to caution against both capitalism and the machines that power it, 
reducing both worker and employer to unnatural automata. 
 American automaton drama moved from the boiler room to the office in Rice’s The Adding 
Machine, in which all of the characters are reduced to numbers (Thorpe 261).  A scathing 
commentary on capitalist rationalization, Rice was driven to write the play as a “case history” of 
what he saw as “the slave souls who are both the raw material and the product of a mechanized 
society” (qtd. in Koritz 556).  Indeed, the “machine” of the play’s title refers not just to a 
mechanical device, but to the human character who operates it: Mr Zero (Walker 157).  Zero is an 
inherently machine-like individual, who performs his duties at work in an endless flow of repetitive 
calculations (556).  His relationship with his assistant is governed by an equally mechanical 
vocabulary, trapped in an endless cycle of cynical banter that repeats itself ad nauseum: 
 
DAISY (reading aloud): Three ninety-eight.  Forty-two cents.  A dollar fifty.  A dollar fifty.  
A dollar twenty-five.  Two dollars.  Thirty-nine cents.  Twenty-seven fifty. 
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 ZERO (petulantly): Speed it up a little, cancha? 
 DAISY: What’s the rush?  To-morrer’s another day. 
 ZERO: Aw, you make me sick. 
 DAISY: You make me sicker. 
 ZERO:  Go on. Go on. We’re losin’ time. (18) 
 
Having worked in the same job for 25 years, Zero is shocked to discover that he is soon to be 
replaced by an automatic adding machine (26).  His boss’s attempts to justify the decision descend 
into rigid bursts of apologia, in a manner reminiscent of the machine itself: “I’m sorry – no other 
alternative – greatly regret – old employee – efficiency – economy – business – business – 
BUSINESS!” (27). 
 In the subsequent scene, Rice employs mechanical mimesis to show the extent of capitalism’s 
reach into Zero’s home life.  His wife, Mrs Zero, has invited around six couples for dinner: the 
Ones, Twos, Threes, Fours, Fives, and Sixes (28).  Their arrival exhibits a rigid conformity, as the 
guests behave like socially programmed automata performing the required social graces: 
 
ZERO goes to the entrance door and opens it.  Six men and six women file into the room in a 
double column.  The men are all shapes and sizes, but their dress is identical with that of 
ZERO in every detail.  The women are all dressed alike too, except that the dress of each is of 
a different colour. 
 
MRS ZERO (taking the first woman’s hand): How de do, Mrs One. 
 
MRS ONE: How de do, Mrs Zero. 
 
MRS ZERO repeats this formula with each woman in turn.  ZERO does the same with the 
men. (30) 
 
The ensuing small talk is as banal and repetitive as Zero’s workplace calculations, and ends with the 
shock arrival of the police, as Zero calmly informs his wife that “I killed the boss this afternoon” 
(35).  The remainder of the play sees Zero tried and executed for murder, only to find himself in the 
afterlife where he is set to work on a celestial adding machine.  As the other-worldly Lieutenant 
Charles assures him, mere death is no escape from capitalism: “Do you think they’re going to all the 
trouble of making a soul just to use it once? […] Why man, they use a soul over and over again – 
over and over until it’s worn out” (70).  Zero’s fate, it would seem, is to be joined to his adding 
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machine for all of eternity.  Equated with a mechanical function, Zero has become enslaved by his 
automata, and re-made in its own image (Valgemae 67). 
 The final major American play from this period to employ mechanical mimesis was 
Treadwell’s Machinal.  Like Zero, the Young Woman at the centre of the play is also tried for 
murdering her boss, yet her suffering is caused not from being “machinal” (or as Treadwell once 
explained, “machine-like”) but from not being machine-like enough (Weiss 6).  In the first scene, 
the Young Woman (or Helen as she is also called) arrives late for work in a busy office, filled with 
the nameless Adding Clerk, Filing Clerk, Stenographer, and Telephone Girl (Treadwell 1).  The 
workers perform their functions in a bracing machine-like manner: 
 
ADDING CLERK (in the monotonous voice of his monotonous thoughts; at his adding 
machine): 2490, 28, 76, 123, 36842, 1, ¼, 37, 804, 23 ½, 982. 
FILING CLERK (in the same way; at his filing desk): Accounts – A.  Bonds – B.  Contracts – 
C.  Data – D.  Earnings – E. 
STENOGRAPHER (in the same way – left): Dear Sir – in re – your letter – recent date – will 
state –  
TELEPHONE GIRL: Hello – Hello – George H. Jones Company good morning – hello hello 
– George H. Jones Company good morning – hello.  (2) 
 
Helen arrives into this environment rushed and flustered, unable to appropriately conform to the 
machine rhythms around her (Koritz 558).  After unsuccessfully trying to perform her duties, her 
thoughts turn into a mechanical shorthand, as she wonders out loud whether to entertain the 
affections of her much older boss: 
 
Marry me – wants to marry me – George H. Jones – George H. Jones and Company – Mrs 
George H. Jones – Mrs George H Jones.  Dear Madame – marry – do you take this man to be 
your wedded husband – I do – to love honour and to love – kisses – no – I can’t – George H. 
Jones… (11) 
 
The rhythms of automata have begun to oppress her very consciousness, and after discussing her 
options with her mother, she reluctantly agrees to marry Mr Jones.  Yet married life proves to be 
just as mechanical, and Helen begins to feel trapped by a world that is endlessly enslaved to the 
rhythm of machines (Weiss 10).  After briefly finding happiness with a lover, Helen finds herself 
compelled to murder her husband and be “free” (Treadwell 59).  She is found guilty and sentenced 
to death by the electric chair, her cries for help cut off at the switch of a button (83).  Helen’s 
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refusal to live a mechanical life thus ironically leads her to a mechanical end: in death, at least, she 
becomes one with the machine. 
 Treadwell’s use of mimesis in Machinal – like other plays discussed here – expresses a deep 
ambivalence towards the “accelerated grimace” of mechanized society.  While most of these plays 
(with the exception of R.U.R.) are often described as expressionist, they may also be viewed as 
automaton dramas, exploring the anxieties of technological change via human characters taking on 
machine-like traits.  “Worker plays” of the 1920s actively employed human-automata mimesis to 
explore technological anxieties of the age, from Georg Kaiser’s “telegraph” dialogue to Capek’s 
factory robots; from Goll’s mechanical bourgeoisie to O’Neill’s steel-enamoured Yank; and from 
Rice’s human Adding Machine to Treadwell’s machinal world.  As such they may be classified as 
automaton dramas, an antecedent movement to posthuman drama in which humans are compared to 
the machines that surround them. 
 The historical precedence of automaton drama aligns with Connerton’s notion of “social 
memory,” in which ideas and behaviours are passed down across generations, instilling the present 
with a causally-connected link to the past (3).  This was revealed to me during my own creative 
process.  After writing the second draft of Machina – with the title firmly in place – I was shocked 
to read a play I had never come across before: Machinal.  Here was a play from 90 years ago that 
not only had a similar title, but examined the same themes of disconnection within a machine-
dominated society.  While I may not have heard of Treadwell’s play before writing my own, 
something of her concerns had been passed down to me; my attempts at the “new” ghosted by the 
past. 
 This chapter has outlined how human-machine mimesis has developed on the western stage, 
with a focus on automaton drama of the 1920s and the rise of the posthuman in contemporary 
theatre studies.  The wider canon of automaton performance has allowed humans to more fully 
understand their symbiotic relationship with self-moving objects, while several “worker plays” of 
the 1920s employed human-automata mimesis to explore technological anxieties. More recently, 
the automaton subject’s digital descendent – the posthuman subject – has been enthusiastically 
embraced by theatre scholars to describe a digital mise-en-scène.  Yet the cybernetic posthuman has 
so far eluded contemporary drama scholarship.  In Chapter Three, I offer a proposed model for 
framing contemporary drama via a posthuman paradigm, focusing on how identity is constructed 
within four plays about the digital age, including my own.  By invoking the spirit of the “new,” 
posthuman drama ironically reveals a long tradition of human-machine mimesis, as the automaton 
evolves into the posthuman subject. 
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CHAPTER THREE 
POSTHUMAN DRAMA: FOUR CASE STUDIES 
 
 This chapter identifies the archetypal figure of digital culture – the posthuman subject – 
within the dramatic form of three contemporary plays: Lucy Prebble’s The Sugar Syndrome, Adam 
Cass’s I Love You, Bro, and Sarah Ruhl’s Dead Man’s Cell Phone.  It also articulates the creative 
strategies I undertook to write my own play influenced by posthuman thought, Machina.  I argue 
that the first three plays are representative of a wider trend in western playwriting, in which humans 
and intelligent machines are constructed as being “essentially similar” to each other.  Each play 
explores the conflict that arises when digital technologies enable previously discrete boundaries to 
be crossed, impacting upon humanist notions of agency, morality, and the divine.  Beneath an 
omniscient technological gaze, and via the use of formal elements, the central characters of these 
plays display a posthuman subjectivity, problematized and hybridized by the intelligent machines 
that surround them.  While Machina explores several posthuman concerns via plot, theme, and 
character, the resulting play is ultimately driven by the more ancient theme of loss.  Nevertheless, I 
argue it shares many of the same dramatic techniques as Prebble, Cass, and Ruhl: formal and 
technological cues embedded in the text to suggest a digital diegesis, realised on stage via dialogue, 
movement, lighting, sound, props, and a fluid approach to time and space.  These elements point 
towards a digital environment, rather than requiring its literal representation.  Crucially, they 
privilege a central conflict – between a humanist and a posthumanist worldview – that I contend lies 
at the heart of all posthuman drama. 
 As outlined in Chapter One, Hayles was among the first to articulate a tension between the 
liberal subject and a cybernetic paradigm.  In How We Became Posthuman, she defines liberal 
humanism as “a coherent, rational self, the right of that self to autonomy and freedom, and a sense 
of agency linked with a belief in enlightened self-interest” (How 85-86).  This model ascribes to 
humans full mastery over their actions, which can be judged, measured, and discretely separated 
from external elements.  The posthuman paradigm, by contrast, views the human subject less as a 
unified, rational self, and more as an informational system, refashioned in a computer’s image.  
Posthumanism thus asserts that humans and intelligent machines have become “essentially similar” 
to each other (Hayles, How 7), such that the boundaries between flesh and data can no longer be 
determined.  The immediate ramifications of this paradigm are profound: if the subject can no 
longer claim sole mastery over his or her actions, how are we to seek justice?  If the subject is no 
longer “I” but “we,” how can we know – or love – another person?  The posthuman paradigm thus 
challenges humanist notions of identity and agency by reconfiguring the human subject as a 
networked, pluralistic agent that is no longer “in control” (288). 
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 So how does one reconcile these ideas with contemporary performance?  As noted in the 
introduction, the majority of theatre scholars who have embraced the posthuman term have focused 
on the spectacle of digitally-enabled productions.  I propose that a posthuman subjectivity can be 
located within the performance text of several contemporary plays, such that a case can be made for 
a new genre of theatre called posthuman drama.  Posthuman drama explores the human(ist) 
subject’s unravelling sense of “I” within a technoscientific landscape, and tends to include seven 
main features.17 
 The first feature of the genre lies in theme: posthuman plays tend to examine the moral, 
emotional, and existential implications of the “post” on the “human” in the digital age.  They are 
preoccupied with the question: what happens when human beings are equated with intelligent 
machines?  The question is purposefully broad.  “Equating humans with intelligent machines” is 
open to much wider interpretation than simply “plays about digital technologies.”  In this model, the 
posthuman becomes a paradigm, a way of seeing which informs our understanding of the central 
conflict in the play.  As such, Caryl Churchill’s human cloning play A Number (2002) may be 
classified as posthuman, as it explores the ramifications of what happens when human identity is 
reduced to informational code.  Likewise Manjula Padmanabhan’s Harvest (1997) may be thought 
of as posthuman, in that it presents its central character’s body as an assemblage of parts to be sold 
on the human organs trade.  Conversely, Patrick Marber’s Closer (1997) does not comply with this 
feature, despite being the first major play to include an online conversation between two of its 
characters.  Despite this one technological gesture, the play is not fundamentally concerned with 
equating its human characters with intelligent machines.  In this way, computer technologies in 
Closer may be said to play a “subsidiary” rather than a “key” role in the drama. 
 The second main feature of posthuman drama is its unique approach to characterisation – 
extending the “mimesis of objects” to intelligent machines (Reilly 9).  In a posthuman play, a 
character’s identity is compared to and equated with the intelligent machines that surround them, 
rendering human and nonhuman agents in the play as “essentially similar” to each other (Hayles 
How 7).  Within this environment, a character becomes less a unified self and more an assemblage 
of virtual and/or material components: an “I” rendered as “we.”  This posthuman subjectivity is then 
placed in direct conflict with the character’s own liberal self-concept, providing the catalyst for 
drama.  The challenge for any actor playing a posthuman subject is to perform the assemblage, 
rather than the whole.  An extreme example can be found in Cass’s I Love You, Bro, where the actor 
must perform two material and six virtual selves of a character called “Johnny.”  Becoming these 
various selves in order to tell the play’s central narrative, the pace and rhythm of the text demands 
that the actor race from a performing narrator, to a female virtual persona, to a son being harassed 
                                                
17 These features are offered as an interpretative guide only, rather than a rigid list of tenets. 
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by his stepdad in the space of two beats (Cass 17).  A “unified” performance, in this context, would 
only confuse the audience; it is the conflict generated by Johnny’s compartmentalised selves that 
gives the play its dramatic momentum. 
 The third main feature of posthuman drama is its privileging of “content” over “techniques, 
aesthetics, or delivery forms” (Dixon, Digital Performance 3).  A posthuman play does not rely on 
technology to be performed: actors on a bare stage with no sound or lighting can still perform a 
posthuman play.  However digital technologies form an imperative feature of the plot – an abiding 
presence central to the conflict.  In this regard, a posthuman subjectivity should be inherent in the 
text itself, whether or not a director chooses to incorporate intelligent machines on stage.  In The 
Intelligent Design of Jenny Chow by Rolin Jones (2003), an adopted Chinese-American woman 
(Jennifer) sends a robot replica of herself to China to meet her birth mother for the first time.  When 
the robot – “Jenny Chow” – finally meets Jennifer’s mother, the two humans remotely 
communicate with each other via the translator software installed in the robot.  In the premiere 
production, “Jenny Chow” was played by a human actor, yet the spectre of the intelligent machine 
is central to the play’s narrative.   
 The fourth main feature of posthuman drama is its aversion to digital spectacle: online 
encounters are generally implied rather than literally represented, with technology occurring “off 
stage,” in the Greek tradition.  Dialogue, movement, lighting, sound, and props serve as 
technological “cues” in posthuman plays, pointing towards a digital environment.  Set designs are 
often sparse and moveable, in response to the frequent transitions the playwright requires between 
physical and virtual spaces.  In Prebble’s The Sugar Syndrome the first act is composed of four 
virtual and five physical settings, with scene one abruptly changing from a chat room to a bedroom 
half way through (4).  Chat room conversations and email compositions are spoken out loud as 
dialogue, with many online scenes beginning with a simple sound effect: for example, “the sound of 
a modem dialling” (4).  Movement, lighting, sound, and gesture are prioritised in constructing the 
online space.  Prebble advises that “cyberspace […] need not be naturalistically portrayed with 
screens and computers etc” (1).  The focus of a posthuman play is thus on the people, not on their 
machines. 
 The fifth main feature of posthuman drama is its historical context: it is a product of the 
digital age.  While a posthuman reading of Shakespeare is certainly possible, any pre-digital play 
must inevitably be viewed as posthuman in retrospect, and not as a contemporary response to the 
intelligent machine.  I define the “digital age” as beginning in 1980 and continuing through to the 
present day.18  While Turing’s “Computing Machinery and Intelligence” laid the ground for a 
                                                
18 Nonetheless, the genre will not last forever; it is a temporally specific incarnation of the wider project of automaton 
drama.  When technology moves into a post-digital phase, so too will automaton drama. 
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digital, intelligent machine, mass public consumption of digital technologies did not begin in the 
west until the early 1980s (Carne xiii).  While Turner and Lehman have in recent years 
convincingly made posthuman readings of early modern drama texts – reframing the work of 
Shakespeare and John Webster respectively – such readings must inevitably only be retrospective in 
nature.  If “digital performance” more generally aims to chart how the theatre responds to intelligent 
machines, then its dramatic subset – posthuman drama – should likewise align with the digital age. 
 The sixth main feature of posthuman drama is its “loose” approach to boundaries – temporal, 
spatial, formal, and scientific.  A posthuman play may be speculative or entirely set in a realist 
present, or a combination of both.  An amalgam of styles is common.  Ruhl’s Dead Man’s Cell 
Phone is particularly striking in its transgression of boundaries.  Throughout the course of the play, 
the narrative style jumps from film noir to the absurd, romantic comedy to faux-realism, to a series 
of tableaux inspired by the paintings of Edward Hopper.  After answering the cell phone19 of a dead 
man (Gordon) in a café, the lead character (Jean) discovers that Gordon had been selling human 
organs on the black market.  She soon embarks on a journey to South Africa, the afterlife and 
beyond to “make up for Gordon’s mistakes” (75), using Gordon’s phone to reconnect with him in 
heaven.  Yet upon returning home, what felt like a day in the time of the play is revealed to be 
several months, as Jean emerges from a posthuman wonderland where the rabbit hole has been 
replaced with a digital ether.  Michel Serres’s concept of “hominescence” posits that the ubiquity of 
digital technologies has reconfigured the subject’s relationship with the wider world, such that “we 
are losing our finitude in demonstrable ways […] undoing the boundaries of subject and object, the 
borders of life and death, and the kinds of spatial and temporal limits that have long defined us” 
(qtd. in Carlson 141).  Within this context, “the human ‘itself’ likewise grows increasingly difficult 
or even impossible to locate clearly or define securely” (141).  Jean’s journey, both narratively and 
formally, presents a transgression of humanist boundaries, by departing from the notions of a fixed 
liberal self, and all its associated moralities. 
 The final main feature of posthuman drama is its possession of a clear narrative – though it 
need not be linear, there is still an identifiable story being told.  This feature distinguishes the genre 
from the “postdramatic.”  While a play such as Heiner Müller’s Hamletmachine (1977) might on 
the surface offer several posthuman possibilities, its central conflict does not arise from a gradual 
disintegration of the Aristotelian unities; indeed, that disintegration has ended before the play 
begins.  Aristotle’s three unities of action, place, and time may be somewhat “loose” in posthuman 
drama, but they are not done away with altogether.  Crucially, it is the interplay between unity and 
                                                
19 Though of course these devices are not called “cell phones” in Australia, for the sake of consistency I will refer to 
them as such in this chapter.  
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disintegration – between “I” and “we” – that should drive the play forward, in a narrative that is 
clearly discernable to the audience.  Fundamentally, a posthuman play presents an “I” unravelling. 
 I will now provide close readings of The Sugar Syndrome, I Love You, Bro, and Dead Man’s 
Cell Phone as case studies of posthuman drama, demonstrating how each play constructs a 
posthuman subject via dramatic form.  Via a series of in-text cues, these plays point towards a 
digital diegesis rather than relying on literal representation, and reveal that text itself can be a 
powerful technology, re-framing what counts as a “digital performance.”   
 
The Sugar Syndrome 
 
 One of the first plays of the twenty-first century to explore posthuman themes, Prebble’s The 
Sugar Syndrome premiered at the Royal Court Theatre, London, in October 2003.  A coming-of-age 
tale about a teenage girl’s friendship with a convicted paedophile whom she meets online, the play 
evoked mostly positive reactions from critics, who variously described it as “promising,” 
“arresting,” and a “must-see of the season” (Billington; Wolf 42; Macaulay 19).  It eventually 
earned Prebble the 2004 Critics Circle and George Devine Awards for Most Promising New 
Playwright (Tycer 202).20  She was motivated to write the play as a more nuanced corrective to the 
tropes of “monsters” and “victims” that she regularly saw depicted in British tabloids: 
 
I wondered whether it would be possible to think about humanising a child abuser and making 
him a generally ‘nice’ person.  I had also, for some time, wanted to write about a young girl 
with an eating disorder who was not the utter victim that we are led to believe […].  I 
wondered about constructing some sort of play about a relationship between these two people. 
(qtd. in Tycer 203) 
 
While the play does reveal the more three-dimensional lives behind the headlines, what ultimately 
“humanises” the central characters of The Sugar Syndrome is, ironically, their posthuman 
relationship with intelligent machines.  Prebble’s characters each struggle with an internal conflict: 
between their own self-concept as a liberal subject, and a posthuman subjectivity which emerges 
from their virtual encounters.  This in turn poses challenging questions about the limitations of a 
humanist moral paradigm in the digital era.  Crucially, these questions are posed via the in-text cues 
of dialogue, scene transitions, movement, props, costumes, and sound, and are not reliant on digital 
spectacle. 
                                                
20Prebble has since gone on to establish herself as a major writing talent, penning the television series Secret Diary of a 
Call Girl (2006-07), the multi-award winning play Enron (Royal Court, 2009) and the critically lauded The Effect 
(National Theatre, 2012). 
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 Dani Carter is 17 and on a mission to connect.  A recovering bulimic, she hates college and 
her parents with equal ferocity, and prefers speaking to people in online chat rooms.  In this virtual 
world she meets two very different older men: Lewis, 22, with whom she meets up for no-strings-
attached sex; and Tim, 38, a man who thinks Dani is an 11 year-old boy.  When her encounters with 
Lewis prove disappointingly banal, a curious Dani decides to meet up with Tim instead.  Her age 
and gender are instantly unmasked upon meeting in a local park, yet Dani convinces Tim to stay 
awhile, and slowly they begin to form an unlikely friendship.  Having served time in jail, Tim is 
presented as a man now trying his best to keep his urges in check.  Once he realises he can trust 
Dani, he opens up to her about other aspects of his life, while she reveals her own personal 
problems, including a recent stint in an eating disorder clinic and her parents’ impending divorce.  It 
is not until the end of the play, when Dani discovers Tim’s secret computer files, that she realises 
the true horror of his past actions, and his present desires.  In a moment of fear Dani abandons her 
quest to escape online, and seeks comfort in the arms of her mother. 
  The first indication of the play’s posthuman perspective can be found in its dramatis personae: 
alongside Dani, Lewis, Tim, and Dani’s mother Jan, the final character listed is the “Voice of the 
Internet” (1).  Ageless and omnipresent, the internet nonetheless has a speaking role in two key 
scenes, and remains “felt” as a presence throughout the play, allowing Dani, Tim, and Lewis to 
transgress their physical selves on several occasions.  Dani uses the internet to escape from her 
demons, while her mother never uses it at all, emblematic of a deeper disconnect between them.  
For Tim, the internet represents a chance to both archive and access his unwanted desires, while for 
Lewis, the virtual world acts as a silent witness to his emerging love for Dani.  At one point in the 
play, when Dani has run away from home, Lewis composes an email (spoken as dialogue), in which 
he tells Dani he thinks she’s “lovely,” and that he misses her.  But his confidence crumbles, and he 
refrains from hitting “send”:   
 
Lewis sighs. 
 
Internet: Save as draft. (46) 
 
The internet thus becomes complicit with Lewis’s secret, and responds with a vow of silence.  As 
the play unfolds, the central characters’ relationship with the virtual world reveals a “technological 
unconscious” at work, privy to vastly more knowledge about their lives than they ever are of each 
other.21  At once comforting and threatening, the “Voice of the Internet” hovers over the drama, 
aiding and mediating much of the human conflict. 
                                                
21 Taylor’s phrase “technological unconscious” refers to how human lives are increasingly governed by machine-to-
machine communication, most of which occurs outside our awareness (230-231).  
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 Despite the internet’s central presence however, Prebble favours form over spectacle when 
representing technology on stage.  Her stage directions explicitly state that “The set should remain 
spare and non-naturalistic throughout.  The locations should be evoked by space, detail, and lighting 
rather than replicated.  Cyberspace in particular need not be naturalistically portrayed with screens 
and computers etc” (1).  Prebble’s clear vision for the play in production suggests a conscious intent 
to blur the boundaries between her characters’ online and offline encounters.  Indeed, of the first 
Act’s nine scenes, just under half are either completely or partly online, with transitions between 
material and virtual worlds signalled either by a simple sound effect (“The scream of a modem 
dialling up”) or through dialogue alone (19).22  This formal ambiguity serves to mirror the play’s 
dramatic momentum, in which plot points turn on the constant threat of worlds and selves colliding, 
of discrete boundaries being crossed. 
 The first meeting between Dani and Tim establishes a posthuman environment from the 
outset.  In an anonymous chat room, Dani (logged in as Danny Boy) manages to convince Tim that 
she is an 11 year-old boy, and engenders an affection from him based purely on informational 
patterns on a screen: 
 
Dani and Tim in a chatroom. 
 
Tim: Do you like football?  Who are your favourite players? 
Dani: I don’t like football.  I’m always in goal. 
Tim: Has your dad taken you to any big matches? 
Dani: He’s not around much. 
Tim: That’s a shame.  Does that make you sad? 
Dani: (slightly amused) Not really, no. 
[…] 
Tim: Can you see the moon? 
Dani: Now? 
Tim: Yes. 
Dani: (leans back to look out of her window) Yes. 
Tim: What shape is it? 
Dani: Half. 
Tim: It’s nice that we’re looking at the moon together.  
Dani: (laughs at this, but is a little touched) Weirdo. (9) 
 
                                                
22 Interestingly, the use of a modem sound effect uniquely dates the play in the early 2000s; one consequence of 
posthuman drama is that it provides a social chronicle of digital technologies. 
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This initial encounter may be read as a modern re-imagining of the Turing Test.  As outlined in 
Chapter One, the original test involved a man communicating electronically with a woman in one 
room and a computer in the other.  During their three-way conversation, the man must decide which 
is the human and which is the machine (Turing 433).  As Hayles has noted, the test makes 
 
the crucial move of distinguishing between the enacted body, present in the flesh on one side 
of the computer screen, and the represented body, produced through verbal and semiotic 
markers in an electronic environment.  This construction necessarily makes the subject into a 
cyborg, for the enacted and represented bodies are brought into conjunction through the 
technology that connects them. (How xiii; my emphasis) 
 
Hayles further argues that the test creates the possibility of a “disjunction” between the enacted and 
represented bodies, in that the man might read the woman’s responses as the computer’s, or vice 
versa – placing the human participants within “a cybernetic circuit that splices [their] will, desire, 
and perception into a distributed cognitive system” (xiv).  Tim and Dani’s first scene together can 
likewise be read as a disjunctive virtual exchange.   
 During their conversation, Tim fails to tell the difference between an 11 year-old boy (Dani’s 
represented body on a screen) and a 17 year-old girl (Dani’s enacted body in real life).  His 
enthusiastic questioning (“Do you like football?  Can you see the moon?”) is presented in stark 
contrast with Dani’s amused reactions behind her screen (9).  Dani likewise misinterprets Tim’s 
represented self; when they eventually meet in a park, she remarks that Tim is younger and more 
“posh” than she’d imagined (12-13).  Yet there is an inherent split occurring here internally as well, 
hinting at a lack of self-knowledge within both of these characters; between their virtual and 
material self-concepts.  Dani’s represented body can be read as her fantasy ideal body shape – a 
waif-like child who has transgressed her enacted body’s physical demons – while Tim’s represented 
body is engaged in an activity which, as we later learn, his enacted body “knows” is wrong.  Further 
complicating matters are Prebble’s stage directions, which indicate these scenes are usually 
performed by actors on stage, with no visual representation of their dialogue (1).  Thus in their first 
encounter, Tim and Dani are presented to the audience as material/virtual cyborgs – their “enacted” 
bodies performing their “represented” ones before us.   
 This initial encounter acts as a lens through which Tim and Dani’s subsequent, material 
encounters may be viewed, yet it also establishes a key dichotomy within the play: between a 
humanist moral paradigm, and a posthuman, digital environment.  Within this environment, both 
Dani and Tim no longer view themselves as liberal, coherent subjects, but as an assemblage of 
virtual and material components, operating independently of each other.  The moral, emotional, and 
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existential implications of this worldview form the basis of Dani and Tim’s respective journeys 
throughout the play: Dani via the struggle between her online and offline selves; and Tim via his 
unwanted, archived desires.   
 For Dani, much of the first act sees her toying with a posthuman subjectivity, allowing 
various parts of herself to operate independently from each other: Dani the sexual being; Dani the 
daughter and recovering bulimic; Dani the 11 year-old boy.  We see her flirt with Lewis, fight with 
her mother, and show Tim her “Thinsperation” book (a book full of stick-thin models), yet these 
“Danis” are mostly compartmentalised.  A traditional humanist reading would seek to isolate the 
“true” Dani on this journey – the daughter, for example – rendering the others as “personas.”  From 
a posthuman perspective, however, all of these selves are the “true” Dani – and her online 
encounters have merely revealed them as such.  By the end of Act One, the “11-year-old” is driving 
most of Dani’s decisions, bringing her into conflict with Lewis, who disapproves of her friendship 
with Tim, and with her mother, from whom she has become increasingly distanced.  Following a 
fight about her father’s affair, Dani runs away from home, only to show up in Act Two on Tim’s 
doorstep.  Here she dresses in a boy’s school uniform, and takes Tim to a “school”-themed club 
night, in an effort to flee the body she loathes, the sex she is bored with, and the daughter she has no 
wish to be.  The internet has allowed her to escape her physical self, exploring a subjectivity that is 
unbound by time, flesh, or humanist morality.   
 Tim’s identity, meanwhile, is similarly pluralistic, yet rather than using the digital world to 
escape his body, he has archived and stored his unwanted desires, converting his demons to digital 
code.  During his encounters with Dani, Tim’s offline self is presented as disarming, funny, and 
kind, struggling against urges he knows are wrong.  This appearance is typified in a confession he 
makes to Dani early in their friendship, when he tells her he has fallen in love with a two-year old 
girl near his home: “Two flats above me is the most beautiful little chocolate girl you’ve ever seen 
[…] You should see her. […] She smiles, she smiles and her eyes are luminous.  The longest 
eyelashes you’ve ever seen” (30).  While Dani urges him to “tell someone” about it, she is secretly 
flattered to have been told herself, and feels she can help him control his demons in the same way 
she deals with her own.  And yet Tim is not all he seems: when, in Act Two, Dani tells him about a 
man who left pictures of his penis in the schoolyard when she was younger, she is surprised by 
Tim’s response: 
 
Tim: You should have told someone. 
Dani: I thought all you lot would stick together. 
Tim: ‘You lot.’  Not me.  No one normal likes to hurt anyone, certainly not children. (50) 
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The discussion moves on to pornography, and she asks if he ever “looks at stuff,” which he denies.  
Dani then reflects on the time she stumbled on her father’s porn stash, and how it “terrified” her: 
 
I couldn’t get the picture out of my head of him, this big, cross man, going at it over these 
silly photos. […]  I remember thinking how pretty the women were, that didn’t bother me at 
all.  But I couldn’t sleep cos some part of me thought when the magazines run out he’d come 
up those stairs.  Because suddenly I didn’t know my Dad anymore.  Something controlled 
him. (51) 
 
The cybernetic notion of “something controlling” Dani’s father serves as a point of connection 
between Dani and Tim.  Both Dani’s eating disorder and Tim’s sexual urges have caused them a 
great deal of suffering, yet remain beyond their self-conscious control.  Thus the posthuman 
paradigm of the mind as a “disunified, heterogeneous collection of processes” has become both 
comforting and terrifying in equal measure (Varela 107).   
 Dani’s speech about archived desires soon proves to be a prelude to the play’s dramatic 
climax, as Lewis appears at Tim’s house with a cricket bat, telling him to stay away from Dani.  
Throughout much of the play, Lewis can be read as a kind of humanist policeman, viewing Tim and 
Dani’s actions as self-determined rather than pluralistic.  He subsequently confronts Dani at her 
home, declaring: “You think you see everyone for what they are and no one can see you.  I see you, 
Dani” (69).  Yet as the audience is fully aware, Lewis has only ever been privy to one of Dani’s 
various identities.  As such, how can he be so confident of his knowledge of her?  Of his love for 
her?  Dani’s posthuman perspective has created a gulf between them.   
 This gulf, however, is soon to extend to Dani’s relationship with Tim.  When Tim tells Dani 
about his encounter with Lewis, he begs her to take his laptop away, admitting there is “material” 
on it which could get him into trouble.  She reluctantly accepts, and then, after returning home, 
finds herself drawn to the laptop, which she opens and turns on: 
 
It has asked her for a password.  She guesses a couple of times, before… 
 
Dani: D A N I 
 
There is the sound of the computer letting her in.  Dani is touched and delighted.  She clicks 
on icons on the computer, revealing images which we cannot see.  She clicks a couple more 
times to reveal different images.  She is shocked but entranced.  An audio file is opened.  The 
sound of a young boy, eight or nine, screaming in terror and begging through tears for it to 
stop.  It is chillingly real.  Dani is appalled and deeply shaken by the monstrous sound.  Her 
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frantic clicking does nothing and she is forced to slam the lid of the computer to halt the 
screams.  She is on the verge of tears. (70) 
 
In this moment, the pluralistic nature of Tim’s identity becomes frighteningly clear.  This online 
Tim is a self who Dani has, for the most part, never met; a darker element often referred to but 
never before made tangible, and his heterogeneous identity becomes too much for her to reconcile.  
Tim is revealed to be a character not entirely in control of his actions, or at least not in the position 
of “mastery” which the liberal subject assumes.  Since his jailing, he has compartmentalised the part 
of himself that is attracted to young children, and stored it in an intelligent machine.  In so doing, 
his desires have become cyborgic, and the ethical considerations of his actions once removed.  For 
Dani, however, there is a deeper disquiet: for all her moral revulsion at Tim’s digital self, there are 
plenty of his components with which she does have in common.  Like her father, this may be a man 
she no longer knows – but by extension, she no longer knows herself. 
 It is worth noting that Prebble constructs this moment as one that the audience cannot visually 
see.  Through the use of a single sound effect, a computer prop, and Dani’s horrified reaction, these 
technological cues point towards a digital encounter without literally representing it.  Here the 
threat of physical and virtual worlds colliding reaches its climax, as a frightened Dani slams the 
laptop shut, only to be confronted by her mother, Jan.  They have been in conflict throughout the 
play, primarily over Dani’s eating disorder, and at this moment Dani directly accuses her mother of 
causing it: 
 
Dani: ‘Just eat something you attention-seeking cow.’  That’s what you said. 
Jan: I would never say that. 
Dani: You did.  It’s scored on to me. 
Jan: That’s not the kind of thing I’d say. (72) 
 
Jan’s protests at innocence hint at a posthuman subjectivity of her own, what Bradley Onishi has 
described as a “self-absent creature” (109).  Yet despite being upset with her, Dani needs her 
mother to reassure her of a coherent self – or at least the one she’s been neglecting: daughter.  The 
two reconcile, and when Jan asks Dani about the unfamiliar laptop, Dani tells her not to worry. 
 
Jan: Of course I worry.  That’s what I do. 
Dani: I know you do. 
Jan: I can’t help it. 
Dani: There are some things we can’t help, aren’t there? (73; original emphasis) 
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Like Tim and his demons, Lewis and his obsession, and Dani and her disorder, the play asserts, 
there are.  The Sugar Syndrome presents a model of identity in which the subject is not a singular, 
self-conscious agent, but a collection of agents, helpless at the mercy of each other, and seamlessly 
integrated with intelligent machines.  This phenomenon in turn presents profound emotional, moral, 
and even existential implications for its characters.  If there are some things we can’t help, then 
how do we love each other?  How do we judge each other?  How do we navigate the world? 
 In the play’s final moments, Dani sets her “Thinsperation” book on fire, along with Tim’s 
laptop.  It is a cathartic release for the unresolved turmoil her friendship with Tim has enabled – and 
yet while the material embodiment of their demons may burn, the play reminds us that their virtual 
presence remains.  The main characters of The Sugar Syndrome may thus be read as posthuman 
subjects – cyborgic combinations of digital code with unwanted desires of the flesh.  Crucially, 
these are subjects constructed at a dramatic, formal level, with no literal representation required: the 
technology of text re-framing our perception. 
 
I Love You, Bro  
 
 This minimalistic approach to presenting a posthuman subjectivity is further developed in 
Cass’s one-man play I Love You, Bro.  The play was first presented at the Melbourne Fringe 
Festival in 2007, before receiving its professional premiere at La Boite Theatre Company in 
Brisbane in 2010.  It has since gone on to enjoy multiple productions in Canberra, Melbourne, 
Sydney, Edinburgh, and Auckland, and in regional cities across Sweden and Denmark (Cass 9).  
The plot is based on a real-life incident that unfolded in Manchester, England in 2003.  As 
recounted in a widely-read Vanity Fair article from the period, a 14 year-old boy (referred to as 
“John”) was found stabbed in an alleyway by an older boy whom he met online (“Mark”) (Bachrach 
86).  But what initially appeared to be a cut-and-dried case took a turn for the bizarre, when upon 
analysing masses of online conversations between the two boys, police identified John as the main 
engineer behind his own attempted murder. The case became a cause célèbre and has since been 
developed into a feature film: the critically-panned UWantMe2KillHim? (2013) (Lodge).  Yet while 
Cass has acknowledged the Vanity Fair article as a source document, his version of the tale is not a 
simple retelling of facts, but rather its own creation: “a universal story inspired by the events 
without replicating them in all of their detail” (qtd. in Tabron). 
 The story is told in direct-address to the audience by Johnny, a teenage boy who spends most 
of his waking hours online.  Logging onto his regular chat room one night with the username 
AlbaJay, he notices a new user called MarkyMark chatting with the regulars, and soon realises that 
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he knows this user from school.  Although Johnny repeatedly assures us that he’s “not a fag,” his 
reaction to MarkyMark’s arrival is one of flushed excitement.  Posing as a girl called Jess in a 
private chat room, the two soon begin to think of each other as online lovers, and Johnny (as Jess) 
convinces MarkyMark to give him a naked webcam viewing (with Johnny’s own cam turned off).  
What follows is a series of increasingly desperate ploys by Johnny to keep MarkyMark interested in 
Jess, without an offline meeting.  Johnny creates several virtual characters who converse online 
with MarkyMark – including Jess’s “step-brother,” her violent ex-partner Stingz, and even two 
Secret Agents investigating Jess’s eventual “death.”  As Johnny keeps MarkyMark on tenterhooks 
throughout the various plot twists, however, what begins as a self-conscious manipulation gradually 
gives way to a game Johnny feels no control over, as his various selves order out his own death. 
 I Love You, Bro can be read as a dramatic evocation of a posthuman subjectivity, in which the 
central character’s sense of “I” unravels within a cybernetic environment.   As the play progresses, 
we gradually learn that “Johnny” is not a self-conscious sole agent, but an assemblage of virtual and 
material components who are at war with each other.  His natural dissociative tendencies are 
significantly amplified by the online world, providing a tangible outlet for his fragmented identity.  
At least eight selves of Johnny are presented as the plot develops, including a Performer (on stage), 
a Son (in “real life”), and six virtual personas: AlbaJay, JohnnyBoy, Stingz, LeoCap, and two 
“Secret Agents” (whom Johnny calls Agent 47695 and Jane Bond).  Through the conflict generated 
between Johnny’s various selves, what begins as a self-conscious act evolves into something much 
more complex: an “I” unravelling into a posthuman subject, aided and enabled by intelligent 
machines. 
 The first time Johnny appears in the play, his sense of “I” is clearly established – a self-
conscious Performer with a story to tell: “I step into the light and it’s fame ’n glory all the way for 
the boy who murdered ’imself ’n lived to tell the tale tonight. […] Here ’tis me exploits writ large, 
or some of ’em anyway – cos the whole telling’d fill more than one comfortable jaunt in the 
theatre” (13).  This is a subject in control of his actions; a coherent self who has “lived to tell the 
tale.”  Yet almost immediately, the audience is instructed that the Performer’s version of events is 
not to be trusted: “Though every word of what follows is true you’ll also wanna know I’m a truly 
famous liar” (13).  This version of Johnny is thus never positioned as a source of “truth,” or at least 
no more true than the other selves that are about to follow.  Indeed, the Performer’s contrived 
persona acknowledges that the online tale we are about to witness is itself a simulation – or in 
Antonin Artaud’s words, a “virtual reality” (48).  Artaud’s term (from 1938) has inevitably been 
appropriated by Dixon and other scholars to describe a digital mise-en-scène (Dixon, “Truth-
Seekers” 29).  Yet Artaud’s original evocation of a “virtual reality” was envisioned along more 
analogue lines, taking its cues from chemical alchemy: “Where alchemy, through its symbols, is the 
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spiritual Double of an operation which functions only on the level of real matter, the theatre must 
also be considered as the Double […] of [an] archetypal and dangerous reality” (48).  The “virtual” 
for Artaud is a spiritual mirage, emerging from the fusion of the material elements of a 
performance.  In I Love You, Bro, this mirage is largely brought to life by the spoken words of a 
single actor, who embodies both the material and virtual encounters he describes.   
 In a similar fashion, the technology that connects Johnny with his various personae is also 
largely a mirage: pointed to, rather than literally represented.  The text alludes only to a single 
digital prop (a laptop), and a spotlight, suggestive of both the theatrical space the Performer 
inhabits, and the isolated nature of Johnny’s physical existence.  Yet Cass’s text also includes a 
hidden technological cue: in performance, the device of direct-address creates an imaginary screen 
between audience and actor when Johnny’s personae chat online.  The stage’s “fourth wall” thus 
becomes a virtual space – in both the spiritual and digital sense – without the need for literal 
representation.23  It is chiefly through the Performer’s words that the many virtual components of 
Johnny materialise, beginning with his other “offline” self – as a Son. 
 
 Day One. 
 Mum, I’m going up to me room, I say. 
 All right son, have a good time, she says. 
 I don’t want to be disturbed Mum, I say. 
 All right son, have a good time, she says.  
 For anything, Mum, I say. 
 All right son, she says. 
 Jeez Louise, what a pillock you are Mum, I say. (13-14; original emphasis) 
 
Glimpses of Johnny’s offline family life are presented to us sporadically throughout the play, 
mostly in impatient interactions with Johnny’s mother and stepfather, Trev.  This is a self Johnny 
barely inhabits, let alone engages with; the online world is more real to him, and more precious.  
Indeed his frequent outbursts of “Fuck off Mum!” whenever she dares interrupt his online reverie 
lie in stark contrast to the spiritual tones with which he addresses the internet: “I breathe life into me 
computer […] Blessed broadband, always there” (14).  This reverie tends to last for hours on end, 
stopping only when Trev tires of hearing his stepson’s typing at 3 or 4 in the morning.  These 
momentary references to the offline world act as a reminder that the boundaries of time do not 
                                                
23 It should be noted, however, that this has not prevented directors from using digital technologies on stage in 
productions of I Love You, Bro.  In the 2010 production at La Boite, for example, director David Berthold added subtle 
audio-visual cues to a screen behind the actor Leon Cain, projecting singular words from the text during Cain’s speech 
to indicate a chatroom environment.  Posthuman drama can be enhanced by the use of digital technologies on stage; my 
point is merely that they are not essential. 
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apply for much of the play, that what we are watching exists on its own, non-material plane.  Cass’s 
diegetic space is a part physical, part virtual reality that is also self-consciously a theatrical one: a 
fluid approach to spatial boundaries. 
 The Son is not only upset with Trev for interrupting his online sessions.  Two thirds of the 
way through the tale we learn that his parents are in an abusive relationship: “Had a roarin’ brawl 
with Trev after he smacked me mum in the mouth.  Fuckin’ dirty cunt says she’s bin out whorin’ 
but she never leaves the house so how’s that possible?  Jesus Christ that man’s got somethin’ 
comin’ to ‘im… Somethin’ terminal if I’ve got me way about it” (33).  Johnny has little sympathy 
for his mother either, however, later yelling “SHUT THE FUCK UP, MUM!” when she and Trev 
have another argument (37).  The situation becomes more desperate when, towards the play’s 
climax, as Johnny’s various selves gain agency, the Son tells us that: “‘M sittin’ here with me arm 
all bruised from Trev’s vile paws ‘n me mum’s over at casualty gettin’ her wrist seen to” (42).  The 
Son’s demands for Trev to move out after this incident are met with resistance by his mother, who 
tells him to “be nice to your father” (43).  Alone and powerless, it is the final time we are permitted 
insight into Johnny’s physical self; a misery he has sought to escape by extending outwards into six 
other virtual identities, beginning with the persona of AlbaJay. 
 Dialogue and direct-address carry the weight of creating a digital environment in I Love You, 
Bro, and AlbaJay’s “appearance” is the first indication that Johnny is living in a “condition of 
virtuality.”  Hayles claims this condition is one which “millions of people now inhabit,” defining it 
as “the cultural perception that material objects are interpenetrated by information patterns” (69).  A 
precursor to Hayles’s posthuman model, this earlier theory nonetheless makes a compelling 
argument for the impact of digital technologies on human subjectivity.  Among the defining 
features she lists of “virtuality” are: 
 
 Postmodernism Virtuality 
Defining Dialectic Presence / Absence Pattern / 
Randomness 
Integration into 
Capitalism 
Possession Access 
Psychological Crisis Castration Mutation 
Theoretical Inversion 
Formalism 
Deconstruction Maximum Entropy 
Creation of Narrative (De)Construction 
of Origin 
(De)Construction of 
Chaos 
(Hayles, “Condition” 79) 
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As Hayles’s table demonstrates, the informational culture of virtuality veers away from a material 
postmodernism, and in so doing the subject’s experience likewise transforms – most notably at the 
point of psychological crisis.  The “mutational” nature of virtual identity thus enables a unique 
dilemma of the digital age, as the subject communicating in a body-less world no longer faces a fear 
of physical castration, but rather the loss of finite boundaries – the loss of an identifiable “I.”  The 
conditions for Johnny’s unravelling “I” have thus been established; this is a diegetic space where 
flesh is no more “real” than data, and human(ist) boundaries can be crossed.   
 When the Performer initially logs into his regular chat room, he establishes AlbaJay as an 
understood “male” entity.  However, upon recognising MarkyMark from school, AlbaJay soon 
mutates into a “female” entity, and her interactions with MarkyMark become increasingly intimate.  
This transformation from male to female may be viewed as the first step in Johnny’s own 
transgressive psychological crisis.  Unable to reconcile that his “enacted” body might be attracted to 
the Mark he knows at school, Johnny seeks refuge in his “represented” body – AlbaJay – instead.  
When this occurs, it becomes apparent that Johnny as a subject has begun to segregate his gay 
desires, channelling them into AlbaJay, in a cyborgic relationship he considers to be separate from 
his offline self.24  When AlbaJay successfully convinces MarkyMark to perform a naked webcam 
show for her, the Performer would have us believe this was not a request made by him: “I’m starin’ 
at me screen, seein’ him in big pixels, starin’ back at me – or it looks like he’s starin’ at me, but 
really it’s just the cam he’s gapin’ at. Fuck he’s got muscles on him, that lad. […] But fuckin’ hell 
I’d be thinkin’ if me mind was still in gear – I’m not a frickin’ fag” (18-19; original emphasis).  The 
“I” who wants to see MarkyMark naked has therefore been transferred to AlbaJay, independent 
from Johnny in the flesh.  As the audience imagines MarkyMark undressing in front of his unseen 
girlfriend, both AlbaJay and MarkyMark become each other’s posthuman fantasy: two 
“represented” bodies brought into being by intelligent machines.  Their sexual encounters soon 
evolve into a mutually declared “love” for each other, despite never having met in the flesh: a 
situation which causes anxiety, we are told, for MarkyMark.  Johnny resolves this by mutating into 
a series of ever more elaborate virtual identities, in an effort to keep his lover interested in a 
girlfriend he can neither touch nor see.  It is a development he is only afforded by the digital culture 
that surrounds him. 
                                                
24 Johnny’s male-to-female cyber-transformation shares several parallels with the transgender experience, as articulated 
by prominent Canadian playwright and actress Nina Arsenault.  Aside from describing her body along posthuman lines 
(“My body is not a human body […] My body is part assemblage, part masquerade”), Arsenault also describes the sense 
of gender dysphoria she experienced as a young boy: “In a certain way my being trans dissociated me from my body.  
Most people feel they are their bodies.  But I never felt that […] I knew that the vessel itself was different from the core 
me” (qtd. in Rudakoff 5; original emphasis).  Johnny’s sexual self is similarly dissociated from his physical body, 
migrating into a virtual entity which – echoing Hayles – brings his “enacted and represented bodies” together, into a 
cyborgic whole (How viii).   
Posthuman Drama – Richard Jordan 61 
 Yet while Johnny’s initial deceit as AlbaJay can be seen as a consciously manipulative act, as 
each new persona emerges there is an increasing sense that a sole agent called “Johnny” is not in 
control here.  Indeed, even in the early stages, Johnny remarks that his various personae are 
beginning to take on a life of their own: 
 
It’s like as I’m thinkin’ all this…all these things ‘n people really come into life or 
somethin’… I see ‘em so clearly… It’s like I am AlbaJay now, in this moment... […] But all 
these different things’re workin’ in me head now… and one of ‘ems tellin’ me that if I’m not 
careful AlbaJay’s gonna lose MarkyMark ‘n his dancin’ – and I don’t wanna lose the dancin’. 
(26; original emphasis) 
 
Johnny’s struggle to retain control in the midst of his fragmenting self can be read as a humanist 
resistance to a “nodular subjectivity.”  The nodular subject exists in a vast flow of information, 
wherein, as Taylor explains, the self “is a node in a complex network of relations […] nodular 
subjectivity not only screens the sea of information in which it is immersed, but is itself a screen 
displaying what one is and what one is not.  In emerging network culture, life is lived on screen” 
(231).  He goes on to describe the repercussions of this subjectivity, which sounds strikingly similar 
to the posthuman experience: “As the webs in which I find myself become ever more complex, I 
eventually realise that the currents rushing through me are tributaries in a vast river of information.  
Tossed and turned by the turbulence this river perpetually generates, the I unravels” (231).  As 
JohnnyBoy mutates into a series of further virtual identities, Johnny as a character becomes an 
agent whose “self” no longer ends at his flesh, but rather extends outwards into a cybernetic 
network. 
 This subjectivity now takes a darker turn in the play, with the arrival of the persona “Stingz.”  
After MarkyMark’s interest begins to fade, Johnny mutates into Jess’s ex-lover, Stingz, telling 
Mark in an email to stay away from her, with the threat that he’ll come after her little brother – a 
new persona called “LeoCap.”  However his signature at the end is described by the Performer as a 
dissociative act: “And I sign it: Stingz.  And it’s like me mind’s workin’ on its own, knowin’ what 
to do without the rest of me havin’ any idea of what’s really goin’ on” (24).  It is at this point that 
Johnny’s sense of self truly begins to disintegrate, as Stingz emerges as an agent operating beyond 
the Performer’s control, and one who gradually wages war on Johnny’s other identities, both virtual 
and material.  After reigniting MarkyMark’s interest in AlbaJay, the Performer informs us that: 
“Stingz is a mad cunt – been proving that with a series of nastier ’n nastier emails to MarkyMark, ’n 
behind the scenes some probably bin piped off to poor little LeoCap who’s just a tragic case waitin’ 
to unfold like one’ve Romeo’s mates” (27).  The tone of description is now completely dissociated; 
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Johnny no longer knows what “he” does.  A flow of emails and messages pour from his fingers, as 
Johnny, possessed by Stingz, kills off Jess: “And right now I’m hatin’ myself cos Stingz is all 
through me ’n I just wanna shake ’im off […] but he’s got me, ’n there’s nuthin’ I can do” (28).  
The admission is the first time Johnny realises that a holistic “I” is not in control here; his various 
components are no longer at his command, yet are afforded a tangible agency online. 
 As Johnny’s “I” continues to unravel, the structure and rhythm of the text mirrors the online 
experience – a scattered onslaught of information, with multiple conversations at once.  Johnny now 
races from Performer to Son to LeoCap to Stingz to two final identities, the Secret Agents, as the 
plot grows ever more ludicrous.  These selves go to war on each other, and the first victim is 
AlbaJay.  In an email sent to MarkyMark, LeoCap explains that Stingz has killed his sister.  “She’s 
fuckin’ dead, bro.  The fucker went ’n killed her” (32), upon which the robots in the forum kick 
them off for bad language.  LeoCap’s own “death” soon follows.  As two Secret Agents begin to 
contact MarkyMark, it becomes difficult to believe that another human being would continue to fall 
for such lies.  Despite this, the Performer charges on with our tale, in which Johnny becomes a 
Government Agent called Jane Bond, who gets in contact with MarkyMark pleading for more 
information on AlbaJay, and the circumstances surrounding her death.   When Jane Bond herself is 
then killed off by Stingz, Johnny mutates into one final identity: Agent 47695.   
 Johnny’s last virtual persona brings his humanist and posthumanist realities into a final 
disturbing collision.  Agent 47695 promises MarkyMark a job in the secret service if he can help 
her catch Stingz, and MarkyMark promises to do whatever he can for her.  She soon takes him at 
her word: before too long, at three in the morning, “she’s got a rendezvous with our boy,” in which 
she confesses that she “really likes” him, and that she would like to see him – on his webcam (39-
40).  And so Johnny’s cyborgic desires reappear in the form of a Secret Agent, watching a boy strip 
for her and becoming whomever MarkyMark imagines her to be in that moment.  Johnny’s 
dissociative subjectivity culminates in a disturbing sex scene between the Son, the Agent, and 
MarkyMark:  
 
And the cam clicks on […] and he’s touchin’ himself and she’s touchin’ me ’n I’m touchin’ 
her ’n the whole world’s spinnin’ the way it should ’n I’m cryin’ out but only she can hear me 
[…]. ’N I’m cryin ’n pushin’ er hand down onto me, and pushin’ my hand deeper into her ’n 
forgettin’ entirely we’re one ’n the same, ’n Mark’s stopped dancin’ but I don’t know cos me 
eyes are closed ’n this is just between her ’n me now ’n this is the dance I’ve really bin 
waitin’ for all this time. (41; my emphasis) 
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In this posthuman encounter Johnny’s boundaries dissolve, as flesh and data, fiction and fantasy, 
collide in a moment of liminal ecstasy. 
 Now that Johnny has accepted his own plurality, the play races towards its bloody conclusion.  
Agent 47695 informs MarkyMark that Stingz is no longer their prime target, but that she now needs 
him to prove his loyalty to the service: by killing Johnny.  If he can do this, following her exact 
instructions, then a job as a junior agent will be his.  The Performer relates his own confused 
desperation: “’N I’m sittin’ there, me, the spy Agent 47695, ’n AlbaJay’s lurkin’ from her coma bed 
’n Stingz is up in me head poundin’ ’n poor li’l LeoCap as dead as dead can be along with that 
hopeless Jane Bond […] ’N ’m out of me body ’n talkin’ like ’m already dead” (45).  This death-
wish is to come tantalisingly close for Johnny: in the Performer’s description, another boy called 
Mark meets him in an alleyway, brandishing a knife as directed by Johnny, and stabs him, reciting 
four words as instructed: “‘I love you, bro.’ […] With him pretendin’ he loved me just as he’s 
murderin’ me” (46).  Johnny’s wish to be loved by Mark as a physical being has thus brought him 
to the brink of death – and yet by the time of his stabbing, our notion of an offline Mark has long 
been cast in doubt; perhaps he is yet another extension of Johnny.  Should this be the case, what we 
have witnessed instead is an attempted suicide – the final transgressive journey Johnny can make, to 
the ultimate body-less world.   
 I Love You, Bro presents a central character whose journey is not a pre-determined act of 
mastery, but a gradual unravelling into a posthuman subject; a fragmented personality that is 
amplified and enabled by intelligent machines.  As Johnny’s “I” unravels, what fuels the drama is a 
central conflict between a liberal self-concept and a cybernetic environment.  Yet this conflict is 
embedded within the play itself via a series of in-text cues, and is not dependent on spectacle to 
exist.  Cass’s creation of identity within a digital narrative is a compelling example of how a 
posthuman subjectivity can be created via the “technology” of text.  What begins as one liberal self 
deceiving another soon fragments into a plurality of selves in civil war, a cognition distributed 
across virtual and material planes, and a subjectivity that is “emergent rather than given, emerging 
from and integrated into a chaotic world rather than removed from it” (Hayles, How 291).  In so 
doing, I Love You, Bro presents a moving exploration of a subject at war with itself, aided and 
hybridized with intelligent machines.  As audience members, we are left to ponder the possibility 
that if Johnny had killed his body, then his online presence(s) would have remained, and that what 
we are witnessing might not only be posthuman, but posthumous. 
 The transgressed boundaries of death also inform Ruhl’s Dead Man’s Cell Phone, a 
fundamentally different play in tone and style, but with identical implications for its characters’ 
subjectivity.  Ruhl’s use of dramatic form points towards a digital diegesis, rendering the living and 
the dead, the biological and the digital as essentially similar to each other. 
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Dead Man’s Cell Phone 
 
“Cell phones, iPods, wireless computers will change people in ways we don’t even 
understand […]. We’re less connected to the present.  No one is where they are […]. I find 
that terrifying.” (Sarah Ruhl, qtd. in Lahr) 
 
 Ruhl’s “hallucinatory poetic fantasy” made its debut in Washington D.C. in 2007 (with a New 
York production the following year), and its up-to-the-minute take on the loneliness of digital life 
soon found a captive audience (Isherwood).  Ruhl, better-known for her Pulitzer Prize-finalist plays 
The Clean House and In The Next Room (or The Vibrator Play), has garnered a reputation for 
creating comedic, non-linear works that push against the tropes of psychological realism, 
celebrating instead what she calls “the pleasure of heightened things” (qtd. in Lahr).  John Lahr has 
called Ruhl “a fabulist,” her plays an interplay “between the actual and the magical” (qtd. in Lahr).  
Ruhl herself believes that “Psychological realism makes emotions so rational, so explained […]. If 
you distil people’s subjectivity and how they view the world emotionally, you don’t get realism” 
(qtd. in Lahr). 
 While Ruhl’s work certainly favours a whimsical tone, I contend that the lack of temporal, 
psychological, and formal unity in Dead Man’s Cell Phone also enables a posthuman subjectivity to 
emerge, by extending the identity and agency of its central characters out beyond their physical 
bodies and into the “world” of the play, in a manner which mirrors their technoscientific surrounds.  
Such an approach allows Ruhl to bring an atemporal quality to her various plot twists, and an 
immaterial, posthuman consciousness to both the living and the dead.25  Like “magic” before the 
audience’s eyes, a dead man named Gordon lives then dies then lives again; while an enigmatic 
woman, Jean, transforms like a changeling as the play unfolds, adapting to each new piece of 
information she receives, so that by play’s end her identity appears to be endlessly adaptable, or in 
Gordon’s words, like a digital receptacle, “waiting to be filled” (Ruhl 83).  Ultimately the titular 
cell phone which Gordon dies holding becomes a device through which both of these characters’ 
minds become “distributed throughout the world” – as Taylor (230) might describe it – and into the 
world hereafter.  Yet this spatial and temporal fluidity is created via formal and technological cues 
within the text itself, and is not dependent on literal representation.  Dead Man’s Cell Phone thus 
evokes a world where the crossing of previously discrete boundaries – of space, of time, of flesh, 
                                                
25 By “atemporal” here I am referring to a sense of being which exists beyond linear notions of time.  As I demonstrate, 
the characters in Dead Man’s Cell Phone routinely traverse temporal boundaries.  Dixon has noted the parallels 
between the “atemporality” of the computing experience and the aesthetics of digital performance (Digital 516).  Ruhl 
achieves this sensation via dramatic form alone. 
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and of humanist morality – are made possible through the ubiquity of intelligent machines: a 
decidedly posthuman landscape. 
 The play begins in a non-descript café, where Jean, a woman in her late thirties, is roused 
from her solitude by the ringing cell phone of a man at the next table, Gordon.  After several 
attempts to wake him, Jean soon realises that he is dead, and in that moment decides that she loves 
him, promising to stay with him “for as long as you need me” (12).  When his phone rings again, 
she answers it – and from this single action Jean stumbles down a rabbit hole of misadventure, as 
she meets Gordon’s mistress, his widow Hermia, his mother Mrs Gottlieb, and his estranged brother 
Dwight, all of whom believe Jean to be a former work colleague of Gordon’s.  Though Jean doesn’t 
start the lie, she doesn’t deny it either, and, wanting to be kind, she befriends them all as a kind of 
faux-Pollyanna, telling white lies about Gordon’s love for them to help them grieve.  As she 
uncovers more about his history, however, including his shady business dealings and role in the 
human organs trade, her feelings towards him change, and her guilty conscience soon takes her on a 
journey to South Africa, the afterlife and beyond to put things right.  Underscoring the zany action 
is the notion that every character in the play is a stranger to each other; even Gordon’s family have 
little idea of who he was or what he thought of them.  The play suggests that the rise of technology 
has merely revealed this fact rather than enabled it, that “every human creature […] is a mystery to 
each other” (Dickens, qtd. in Ruhl 5), and that our attachment to digital devices will survive long 
after our deaths. 
 Despite its digital setting the play is not a technological fable, and often exhibits a nostalgic 
whimsy for the analogue era.26  A dichotomy between paper and data – between the “real” and the 
virtual – is established early on, when Jean begins to flirt with Gordon’s brother Dwight, who 
works in a stationery store: 
 
Dwight: You’re a little sentimental.  It’s nice.  You don’t see that much anymore.  No-one 
wants to remember anything. 
Jean: I want to remember everything.  Even other people’s memories. 
Dwight: These digital cameras – you know – and all the digital – stuff – the informational 
bits – flying through the air – no-one wants to remember.  People say I love you – on 
cell phones – and where does it go?  Remembering requires paper. 
Jean: Yeah.  But maybe the air remembers.  Sometimes. (47) 
 
                                                
26 The value of “nostalgia” in literature – a mood which Helmut Illbruck defines as a “poetics of exile” (7) – has long 
been debated by scholars.  Freud likened it to a form of regression, while for Kierkegaard, “nothing is more dangerous 
than to recollect […] to live in recollection is the most perfect life imaginable; it has a security that no actuality 
possesses” (qtd. in Illbruck 21).  Yet Ruhl’s nostalgic tone seems appropriate here; these are characters searching for an 
“actuality” in the midst of a virtualized world. 
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The importance of memory hovers over the play’s proceedings, yet the constant transition to new 
styles and genres suggests a play continually forgetting itself.  From film noir to the absurd, 
romantic comedy to faux-realism, to a series of tableaux inspired by the paintings of Edward 
Hopper (89), Cell Phone continually reboots its form.  This aesthetic “Russian roulette” even 
extends to contemporary dance, when Jean, having stumbled upon Gordon in the afterlife, peers 
down from heaven to observe the living engaged in a “cell phone ballet” down below: 
 
A cell phone ballet. 
Beautiful music. 
People moving through the rain, 
with umbrellas, talking into their cell phones, 
fragments of lost conversations floating up. 
Jean listens. (87) 
 
In her directorial notes, Ruhl advises that these “fragments of lost conversations” should be sourced 
from real life cell phone recordings if possible; played over the dance sequence and merged with the 
soundscape (101).  The dancers, then, become disembodied from these voices, which float upwards 
into the realm of the divine.  As the conversations merge with the music, what the audience 
witnesses may be understood to be a “technological unconscious” (Taylor) on stage, as the dancers 
respond to an invisible, yet tangible entity: the “air remembering” (Ruhl 47).   
 Just like the members of the cell phone ballet, the central characters of Jean and Gordon can 
be read as posthuman subjects.  Their identities are intimately tied to the digital network which 
surrounds them, extending their selves beyond their physical bodies and transcending the discrete 
boundaries of space, time, and humanist morality.  Jean and Gordon are not confined to the flesh of 
the actors who embody them, but exist in the “world” of the play, networked and distributed by 
their digital devices.  Crucially, Ruhl achieves this via the in-text cues of dialogue, scene 
transitions, movement, lighting, props, costumes, and sound, enabling a fluid approach to time, 
space, and characterisation.  I will now more closely examine each of these characters in turn. 
 Jean’s journey, at first glance, most strikingly demonstrates Ruhl’s anti-Aristotelian approach 
to form.  In contrast to a psychologically-driven arc, Ruhl favours instead the narrative strategy of 
the Roman poet Ovid, which she describes as “one thing transforming another […].  His [Ovid’s] is 
not the neat Aristotelian arc, but, instead, small transformations that are delightful and tragic […]. I 
like plays that have revelations in the moment, where emotions transform almost inexplicably […] 
it’s not psychological” (qtd. in Lahr).  Such a form, while no doubt inspired by Ovid, nonetheless 
evokes a posthuman subjectivity in Dead Man’s Cell Phone, by mapping its central characters’ 
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“small transformations” in tandem with their digital devices, and rendering their bodies – indeed 
their identities – as “receptacle[s] […] waiting to be filled” (Ruhl 83).  Jean’s own identity abruptly 
changes throughout the play, from stranger, to lover, to work colleague, to human rights activist, 
and so on.  Indeed, both consciously and unconsciously, she often becomes whatever the situation 
calls for.  The actor playing Jean is asked to perform the various components that comprise her as a 
posthuman assemblage, even as each component occasionally contradicts another: a “disunified” 
role. 
 Jean’s new components subsequently emerge with each new piece of information she receives 
from the digital ether.  Vacant at first, and “insular” (Ruhl 7), within the opening few seconds Jean 
has learned that a man is dead, learned he has a wife on the other line, and has begun conversing 
with both simultaneously.  John Lahr has commented that this opening image positions Jean as 
existing within a disembodied network, a network she is bound to throughout her journey: “In the 
image, Ruhl’s main thematic tragicomic preoccupations of being both disembodied and 
disconnected coalesce” (Lahr).  Following this initial encounter, the remainder of the play’s action 
can be read as not driven solely by Jean, but rather in tandem with the data she receives from the 
network.  This data leads her to her subsequent encounters with Gordon’s mistress, mother, wife, 
brother, and client.  In this way, the hero of this journey, and the force guiding the play’s 
momentum, is not solely human, but a cyborgic mix of network and human: posthuman. 
 Within this framework, Dead Man’s Cell Phone evokes a world where digital devices 
routinely allow characters to cross humanist boundaries.  In a speech to Dwight in the stationery 
closet, Jean confesses that she has long resisted owning a cell phone, due to the temporal ambiguity 
they create: 
 
You know what’s funny?  I never had a cell phone.  I didn’t want to always be there, you 
know. Like if your phone is on you’re supposed to be there.  Sometimes I like to disappear. 
But it’s like – when everyone has their cell phone on, no one is there.  It’s like we’re all 
disappearing the more we’re there. (52-53; original emphasis) 
 
Jean’s concerns are existential in nature: a loss of temporal stability, undermining other discrete 
boundaries.  Her anxiety mirrors the work of Michel Serres, who argues that modern technologies 
have redrawn the boundaries between human life and death, troubling previously stable notions of 
agency and morality: 
 
We now inhabit humanly constructed and global systems whose cognitive and agentive 
capacities not only exceed us but also transform us […]. Reshaping our relations to space and 
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time (through digital technologies, satellite networks, mobile communications, cyberspace) to 
intelligence and agency (through cybernetics, artificial intelligence, robotics, prosthetics) to 
life and death themselves. (qtd. in Carlson 138) 
 
For Jean, the cell phone is just one element within this troubling mode of being; her later discovery 
of Gordon’s organ trafficking business troubles her humanist beliefs even further.  Yet much of the 
play shows Jean adapting to this ambiguous existence, indeed in some aspects coming to enjoy it.  
In her speech to Dwight about Gordon’s phone, she continues:  
 
But when Gordon’s phone rang and rang, after he died, I thought his phone was beautiful, like 
it was the only thing keeping him alive, like as long as people called him he would be alive.  
That sounds – a little – I know – but all those molecules, in the air, trying to talk to Gordon – 
and Gordon – he’s in the air too – so maybe they all would meet up there, whizzing around – 
those bits of air – and voices. (53) 
 
Jean’s growing acceptance of her posthuman reality may be likened to Serres’s concept of 
hominescence, which renders the human subject “irreducibly inceptive, inchoate, and ever-changing 
[in] character” within a technoscientific landscape (qtd. in Carlson 15).  “The life of the human 
entails its continual departure from any fixed place, whose discrete boundaries and fixed markers 
spell death,” Serres writes, and hominescence is what results when technology allows such 
boundaries to unravel (qtd. in Carlson 137).  Yet as Carlson has noted: “If, as Serres argues, we are 
losing finitude today in demonstrable ways, then the human ‘itself’ likewise grows increasingly 
difficult or even impossible to locate clearly or define securely” (141).  Carlson writes that: “In 
extending ourselves we depart from ourselves” (142), thus casting off stable notions of a fixed 
liberal self, and all its associated moralities.  Jean and Gordon are on a journey with far deeper 
implications than may first appear: a quest to depart from themselves, with the aid of their digital 
devices. 
 Jean’s newfound love for the digital ether however produces more tangible problems on earth, 
as represented via the prop of Gordon’s phone.  As Dwight attempts to woo Jean in the stationery 
closet, she finds herself increasingly distracted by Gordon’s digital component: 
 
Dwight: I was dreaming about you.  And a letter press.  And I dreamed you were the letter Z. 
Jean: Why Z? 
Dwight: Two lines – us – connected by a diagonal.  Z. 
Jean: Oh, Dwight. […] 
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The phone rings. 
 
Dwight: Don’t get that. (62-63) 
 
As James Al-Shamma has noted, Dwight’s symbol of love for Jean in this moment – the letter Z – 
“envisions a grid with only two nodes, invisible to the rest of the network” (180).  Yet Jean remains 
wedded to the device in her hands.  She answers the call, which turns out to be from Gordon’s 
widow Hermia, and despite Dwight’s protests, rushes to meet her.  From Hermia, Jean finally learns 
the truth of Gordon’s organ-trafficking business.  Before she can take all this in, however, she 
receives yet another phone call, this time from a client waiting for a kidney in South Africa.  And 
so, within half a page of dialogue, Jean has processed this data and rushed off again – this time on a 
plane to Johannesburg.  Thus with each new piece of information she receives, Jean is transformed 
again and again, propelling her forward from one scene to the next.  But where does Jean finish and 
the network begin?  Who is really “in control” of this journey?  Via the in-text cues of props, sound, 
and dialogue, the play suggests that a posthuman interplay is at work here, the combination of both 
biological and digital agency. 
 Gordon’s phone continues to dominate the subsequent scene, fuelling the drama forward.  
Jean meets the client – a female stranger without a name – in Johannesburg airport, and tries to 
renege on Gordon’s deal, offering up her own kidney instead.  Upon hearing these words the 
woman demands Jean give her Gordon’s phone, as there are numbers stored on it she wishes to 
keep.  When Jean refuses, a gun battle ensues over the phone’s data: 
 
Stranger: You know nothing of Gordon’s work, do you?  It’s big business.  You’re in over 
your head. 
Jean: No – I’m afraid you’re in over your head. 
 
Jean kicks the gun out of the stranger’s hand.   
Jean kicks the stranger on a special part of her leg so that she crumples to the ground. 
 
Jean: (surprised at her own daring) Whoa! (79) 
 
Despite Jean’s transformation into Rocky, the stranger soon wins the battle, knocking Jean out cold.  
She awakes in the play’s first scene, a non-descript café, with Gordon beside her: transported by his 
phone into a digital afterlife. 
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 Spatial and temporal boundaries unravel in the play’s emotional climax, as the café becomes a 
kind of purgatory, with “Jean and Gordon […] doomed to repeat their first encounter over and 
over again for eternity” (Ruhl 80).27  Gordon informs Jean that after death, “you go straight to the 
person you most loved, right back to the very moment, the very place, you decided you loved them” 
(81).  With this, Jean quickly comes to realise that she and Gordon do not belong together for 
eternity; his more amoral components are incompatible with the son, husband, and brother she 
thought she knew.  She decides to be honest with him about his mother’s grief, and relays how Mrs 
Gottlieb feels it her duty to mourn him every day for the rest of her life.  Gordon is touched by the 
anecdote, and suddenly feels love for his mother for the first time.  His earlier pronouncement about 
death comes true, and he is “sucked into a cosmic pipeline attached to his mother’s hell” (89).  Love 
has granted him freedom from the ether: freedom from his phone at last. 
 Gordon’s transformation likewise transforms Jean, who realises she is actually in love with 
Dwight.  Using Gordon’s phone, she attempts to call Dwight from the afterlife, but her signal can’t 
get through: 
 
Hello, Dwight, if you get this message, 
I am alone on my own planet, 
And I might be here for all time because I didn’t tell you I love you 
In the closet in the dark in the stationery store 
Because I got scared and then the phone rang 
And when something rings you have to answer it.   
Don’t you? 
STUPID, STUPID PHONE! 
 
She throws the phone down.   
She bangs it on the ground until she destroys it. 
It is the first time in a long time she has let herself cry. 
 
Z! 
Z! 
                                                
27 While beyond the scope of this chapter, Dead Man’s Cell Phone may also be read as a posthuman morality play.  As 
Pamela King has noted, in a typical English morality play of the late middle ages, “the protagonist [was] generally a 
figure of all men, reflected in his name, Everyman or Mankind” who would embark on a journey first away from and 
then back to God, mirroring the Christian tropes of innocence, temptation, fall and ultimately redemption (235).  From 
this definition it is not hard to conceive of Gordon as an ‘Every(dead)man’ of digital culture, with the play charting his 
redemptive journey – with the help of Jean – back towards his mother’s love.  Yet the play’s moral “message” is not so 
clear-cut; the “cell phone” of the play’s title may tempt Gordon away, yet it also heralds his return.  In this way, the 
“sin” of technology becomes its own redemption. 
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She disappears. (90) 
 
Jean’s destruction of the phone, and her resulting cathartic release, presents an emotional climax 
similar to the destruction of Tim’s laptop in The Sugar Syndrome, and the stabbing of Johnny’s 
virtual self in I Love You, Bro.  In each scenario, the play’s lead character attempts to destroy their 
digital prosthesis, in an attempt to find comfort in humanist boundaries.  In the case of Jean, she has 
rejected the digital ether, the infinite nodes which make up the network, in favour of just two.   
 When Jean returns to earth – waking on the luggage carousel at the airport – she discovers 
that she has been away not for a day, but several months (Ruhl 93).  The time-bending powers of 
Gordon’s cell phone have re-shaped her relationship to time as well as space, and she and Dwight 
must start their relationship from scratch.  Having crossed over from death, Jean now faces a choice 
– between the physical boundaries which limit her, and the digital network which sets her free.  
Ironically, it is her love for Dwight which allows her to achieve both at once, as they resolve to love 
each other with “the strongest love in the world” (98).  Jean’s journey, then, like Dani and Johnny 
before her, ends with a rejection of the post for the human: a forging of meaning in the shadow of 
the machine. 
 The “Dead Man” of the play’s title, meanwhile, is an inherently transgressive character: half-
alive, half-dead, Gordon’s very existence is predicated on his surviving cell phone.  Indeed, for the 
first half of the play, the actor who plays Gordon is not called upon to speak any lines at all – his 
identity is communicated to us instead via his digital prosthesis.  The cell phone Gordon left behind 
becomes an object with its own agency, interrupting key moments in the play, including Gordon’s 
funeral, his brother’s love affair, and even Mrs Gottlieb’s grieving process: “I call him everyday.  I 
keep forgetting that he’s dead” (25).  Eventually, Gordon’s body is allowed to address the audience, 
during which he defends his organ trafficking business with a distinctly posthumanist logic:28 
 
I wouldn’t really say that I sell organs for a living.  I connect people. […] A man in Iran 
needs money real bad but he doesn’t need his own kidney.  A woman in Sydney needs a new 
kidney but doesn’t need her own cash. […] There are parts enough to make everyone whole: 
it’s just that the right parts are not yet in the right bodies. (58-59) 
 
Within this logic Gordon reconfigures the human body as a machine, an assemblage of components 
to be rearranged at will.  He later tells Jean: “The point is, Jean, we’re two peas in the proverbial 
                                                
28 Gordon’s audience address presents interesting parallels with the other two plays discussed in this chapter.  In these 
plays, an imagined “screen” appears between actor and audience during a character’s online encounter.  In Dead Man’s 
Cell Phone, Gordon also addresses the audience from behind a “screen”: the cell phone that continues to give him 
agency. 
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pod.  In-coming calls, out-going organs, we’re all floating receptacles – waiting to be filled – with 
meaning – which you and I provide” (83).  As Amy Holzapfel has noted, Gordon’s speech here 
positions the human body as a digital device, “a hollow vessel, into which information is passed, 
carried, and transmitted over time” (119).  She continues: “There is no purely holistic body in this 
sense, no body in stasis or in fixed form; rather, the human body becomes merely a container for the 
transference of fragmented parts over disparate times and spaces.  The body, if you like, becomes a 
phone” (119-120).  The irony of Gordon’s worldview is that in reducing the body to a digital 
machine, he has become a machine himself, in a ghostly feedback loop reminiscent of Heidegger’s 
Gestell.29   
 Gordon’s relationship with the digital ether, however, extends beyond his own conscious 
awareness.  The gap between what his family knows about him and what he knew about himself is 
metaphorically represented as a gap between humans and their technological environment, a system 
“whose total cognitive capacity exceeds our individual knowledge” (Hayles, How 26).  This system, 
referred to earlier as the play’s “technological unconscious,” is given mystical qualities, a kind of 
spiritual presence hovering above and through the play’s central action.  This presence occurs 
largely off-stage however, and is hinted at through various in-text cues.  While Gordon thought he 
knew his family and they him, it takes Jean’s anecdote about his mother’s love to convey this 
information.  Jean herself has been transported to the afterlife by Gordon’s cell phone; now she 
makes conscious what the digital ether knew all along.   
 While Jean’s journey transgresses spatial and temporal boundaries, Gordon perhaps most 
clearly represents Taylor’s concept of the posthuman being as a “mind distributed throughout the 
world” (230).  Gordon’s “half-dead” identity crosses the discrete boundaries of his flesh, and into 
the data of his digital device.  His presence exists “in the air” (Ruhl 47) as well as on earth; his body 
just one of his many components.  Yet Jean’s mind is also distributed, her identity as much shaped 
by the digital network that surrounds her as by her body.  Together they are revealed to be 
posthuman subjects, “indeterminate, relational, and endlessly adaptive” (Carlson 15) within the 
technoscientific culture that surrounds them.  The challenge for an actor performing either of these 
subjects is to perform the assemblage, rather than the whole; to play each component of their 
character inter-dependently from any other.  Only then can the play’s central conflict be revealed: 
the moral, emotional, and existential disparities between a humanist and a posthumanist worldview.   
 These sites of conflict not only provide a catalyst for the drama but propel it ever forward.  As 
Jean asks in the penultimate scene, “Can we go home?  Do I have my kidneys?  Does knowing 
someone help to love them best or does it all happen in one millisecond?” (91).  If technology has 
                                                
29 Martin Heidegger’s notion of Gestell or “enframing” appears in “The Question Concerning Technology” in which he 
argues that the subject becomes objectified within technological environments; the master becomes the machine (19). 
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truly revealed the unknowable quality of each human being, what does it mean to love someone?  If 
we can no longer contact people virtually, does that mean they’re no longer there?  Dead Man’s 
Cell Phone presents a world where discrete humanist notions have fallen away, and even death has 
lost its finitude; blurring the boundary between who is dead and who is alive, how much of them is 
dead and how much of them continues to exist, virtually or otherwise.  Yet it does so via the text-
embedded cues of dialogue, lighting, sound, props, and movement – non-literal technologies that 
nonetheless point towards a digital environment.  In the play’s final scene, Mrs Gottlieb informs 
Jean that she has finally come to terms with Gordon’s passing, yet only after his digital component 
was destroyed: “You know, I’ve tried to call Gordon but his voice is no longer on the out-going 
message.  I call his old number, and no voice.  And somehow – now – I feel he’s truly dead” (95).  
In a posthuman world, to be “truly” dead is to die twice – in the flesh and in the ether. 
 As I have so far demonstrated, The Sugar Syndrome, I Love You, Bro and Dead Man’s Cell 
Phone each explore the moral, emotional, and existential implications of a posthuman subjectivity: 
the sites of conflict between humans and their machines in the digital age.  Tim and Dani’s cyborgic 
desires, Johnny’s unravelling “I,” and Gordon’s cellular presence all occur when digital 
technologies allow humanist boundaries to be crossed.  Yet such conflicts exist within the dramatic 
form of the texts themselves, and are not dependent on digital spectacle to exist.  As such these 
plays may be viewed as case studies of a new genre in western playwriting – a posthuman drama – 
in which identity is both a digital and biological construction: a self no longer “in control.”  The key 
ideas and dramatic techniques of these plays also inspired the writing of my own play about the 
digital world, Machina, where the remainder of this chapter now turns. 
 
Posthuman Strategies in Machina 
 
 Having examined the preceding texts as case studies of posthuman drama, I now situate my 
own creative work, Machina, in this emerging genre.  Rather than offering a critique of my work, 
however, this section covers the key creative strategies I used in my attempt to write a posthuman 
play, including how the play conforms to and deviates from the posthuman model.  Machina 
received its premiere production in May 2014, during which I served as both co-producer and as 
consultant to the director, Catarina Hebbard.  Together we shared a vision of avoiding digital 
spectacle to accompany the text.  By adopting the formal and technological cues of posthuman 
drama, my principal aim as a playwright was to create a digital diegesis that did not require literal 
representation.  My tools in this endeavour were a variety of in-text cues, including dialogue, scene 
transitions, movement, lighting, props, costumes, and sound.  Crucially, I sought to point towards a 
digital environment within the text, and construct a fluid approach to time, space, and character.  
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Yet while Machina shares these traits in common with other posthuman works, it eventually 
became clear that the play was driven less by posthumanism than by more fleshy concerns: how to 
cope with grief and loss.  In attempting to write the “new,” I found myself exploring more ancient 
themes. 
 Machina began its life during a one-month artist’s residency I undertook in Sydney in 2011.  
Tasked by Marrickville Council to explore the impact of digital technologies on local residents, I 
wrote a series of eleven scenes – one for each suburb in the council area – which I collectively titled 
dis/connect: Scenes for Machines and Humans.30  My writing at this stage was driven by an 
emotional response to how the digital world made me feel: connected-yet-isolated; present-yet-
absent; awash in information yet more confused than ever before.  During a period of depression in 
2010 I had used the internet as a kind of drug, escaping my identity by becoming a vessel through 
which pointless information could flow.  These feelings guided my dramatic intent with 
dis/connect: to create a series of scenes that were thematically, but not temporally, linked to one 
another, reminiscent of an online network.  Eventually, over the next two years, many of these 
scenes evolved into a new play, Machina.31   
 Machina tells the story of Isobel Sergeant, a widow whose adult son, David, has recently died 
in mysterious circumstances, found slumped in front of his computer just hours after posting a final 
farewell on the social media site Machina.  The authorities have ruled his death as a suicide, but 
Isobel refuses to believe them.  Formerly a proud Luddite, Isobel now embarks on a journey to find 
out all she can about the digital world that consumed her son, and that may have also caused his 
death.  In parallel with Isobel’s journey, the play also follows David’s sister, Amanda; David’s 
friend, Adam; and his ex-lover, Tom – all of whom are struggling to connect with their grief and 
with other people.  Eventually Isobel learns the truth: David died believing he was uploading his 
consciousness into the Machina cloud, in a process known as “going inside.”  The process caused 
his heart to stop, killing his body, yet supposedly granting him a virtual existence.  In a dream 
sequence, Isobel attempts to contact David’s online self, only to wake to find her estranged 
daughter, Amanda, standing beside her.  In a moment of clarity, Isobel rejects the notion of “going 
inside,” and reconnects with her daughter in the physical world. 
 Despite the speculative themes in the play’s story, I had no “posthuman checklist” during my 
initial drafts.  As a playwright I have never approached a new play as a series of conscious 
decisions, and Machina (via dis/connect) was no exception.  I did, however, have two general goals: 
to explore what “intimacy” might look like in a digital world, and to take a “low fi” approach to 
representing online encounters on stage.  In this latter respect, I wanted to work against the tide of 
                                                
30 A copy of dis/connect can be found in Appendix 4. 
31 Three scenes in particular from dis/connect – scenes 2, 3, and 5 – survive in the final draft of Machina, appearing as 
scenes 1, 5, and 8 respectively, with some minor details altered. 
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technological worship that seemed to dominate many digitally-themed productions, which often (to 
me) seemed heavy on spectacle and bereft of significant ideas.  Inspired by a collection of plays that 
I eventually labelled posthuman (see Appendix 2), my initial drafts sought to point towards a digital 
environment, via the in-text cues of dialogue, scene transitions, movement, lighting, props, 
costumes, and sound.  As my critical reading of posthumanism intensified, my motivation behind 
this approach likewise evolved: to loosen the boundaries between time and space – between 
physical, virtual, and interior worlds – and to emphasise the cybernetic nature of each character’s 
identity.  Yet despite my attempts to adhere to the posthuman model, the play that emerged is 
ultimately one driven less by an “I” unravelling than by six characters coping with grief; each “I” 
remains stubbornly cohesive.  I will now briefly unpack my approach to spatial and character 
boundaries, demonstrating how my attempts to write a posthuman play both align with and deviate 
from the genre. 
 Machina’s ambiguous approach to physical and virtual interactions grew out of my initial 
interest in the nature of modern intimacy.  I envisioned each character speaking with a person 
online in one moment, only to turn and talk with someone else beside them in the next, with no 
clear barrier between the physical and virtual worlds.  As such the play includes very brisk scene 
transitions, with scenes often running parallel to each other, in a manner that I hoped would be 
reminiscent of an internet browser with several tabs open.  Such transitions demanded a sparse and 
flexible set, which designer Andrew Haden realised in the 2014 production as a series of white 
boxes against a black background, able to be adapted to each location as necessary: 
 
 
Figure 2: Scene One from the 2014 La Boite Indie production of Machina. 
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For each transition within the text, I also indicated a stylistic shift in dialogue and stage directions.  
Scene one for example suggests a rapid pace (“the scene should progress quite quickly”) (88)32 and 
features heightened and nonsensical dialogue, with lighting and sound cues indicating a world 
operating by very different rules.  In scene five, however, my stage directions simply state: 
“Hannah is on Machina” (105).  I wanted to offer any future director the chance to stage this scene 
as simply or as technologically complex as possible.  In the 2014 production, Hebbard felt a high 
tech approach was unnecessary: the actress playing Hannah addressed the audience directly, as the 
words in her speech – aided by blue-tinged lighting – conveyed a virtual space.  Hebbard likewise 
imbued the dream sequences with a distinct, heightened performance style, in which the space took 
on a visually surreal quality, aided by her own lighting cues.  As the text progresses, the action 
lurches from heightened dream sequences to sombre reality to virtual spaces, all signalled largely 
by dialogue, movement, props, costumes, lighting, and sound.  My central intent here was to blur 
the past and the present, the “real” with the intangible, and present a series of characters who are 
compared and equated with invisible intelligent machines.   
 A cybernetic approach to character was my second motivation in writing Machina, with the 
most literally posthuman figure never seen on stage at all: David.  Spoken about intermittently by 
the other characters, David features largely as a ghostly presence, a man literally merged into a 
machine.  His only physical representation occurs in the penultimate scene, when a dreaming 
Isobel, crying out for her son, sees him materialise as “an amber light [that] grows light then dark, 
light then dark, reminiscent of a sleeping computer” (145).  Here I wanted a simple lighting effect 
to point towards a culturally understood symbol: that of a hibernating laptop.  David’s cybernetic 
body has truly “unravelled,” yet in doing so he evades direct representation.  The six characters left 
behind flirt with pluralistic identities (particularly Amanda and Hannah), yet ultimately remain tied 
to their cohesive selves.  In this instance I felt my attempts here fell short.  David’s posthuman 
subjectivity may hover over the action, yet the play is ultimately concerned with more fleshy 
matters: the visceral impact of grief and loss. 
 My final attempt to present a posthuman subjectivity occurs in scene twenty-four: the virtual 
séance.  By the time I came to write this scene, my critical reading had begun to affect my creative 
output, and as such the séance was directly inspired by a comment on posthuman subjectivity.  In 
Digital Performance, Dixon writes: “[P]ostmodernism is the explanation of how society has 
become consumed by mass media; how we are becoming the media.  The posthuman notion extends 
this until we are media itself” (153).  Dixon discusses the term in relation to digitally-integrated 
stage environments, yet I wanted to challenge myself to achieve this effect primarily via text and 
performance.  As Isobel finds herself in the dream world of the computer class one last time, she is 
                                                
32 All page numbers for quotes refer to this thesis, not the published playtext. 
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encircled by the other actors, who have now dropped their previous facades.  They appear in a slow 
march, chanting in unison: “Spirits of Machina, move among us.  We summon you, visit upon us!” 
(143).  In the 2014 production the actors performed these words as automatons, moving in rigid, 
robotic movements, and with no individual colour to their voices.  After chanting these words a few 
more times, I indicate a cacophony of sound effects to overwhelm the space: “hollow and muffled, 
as though they were locked behind a doorway: strings, wind, rock music, phone conversations, 
radio static, advertisements, police reports” (143).  With these directions I was attempting to 
portray what the internet might “sound” like, how the information that passes through our heads 
each day might be made tangible.  After a few moments, the soundscape fades and begins to 
channel “exclusively through the group, who recite them as though they were media devices 
themselves” (143).  Here I wanted the characters to literally become vessels through which this 
information flows, with no agency of their own, and I felt this attempt was more successful.  
Although this sequence proves to be another of Isobel’s dreams, it nonetheless seeks to symbolise 
the posthuman world that David’s virtual self would now inhabit.  This is a posthuman subjectivity 
at its most extreme, a world devoid of human warmth or connection, and a world Isobel ultimately 
turns away from.  As she wakes to find Amanda standing over her, I wanted the final gesture of the 
play to be one of physical touch: an alien sensation in a digital world.   
 This section has conveyed my intentions and processes behind attempting to write a 
posthuman play.  While the resulting work may not conform to every feature of the genre, it 
nonetheless explores many posthuman themes, and displays an aversion to digital spectacle.  In the 
2014 production, I was able to see firsthand how an audience responded to the diegesis I had 
envisioned: a digital world constructed primarily via the in-text cues of dialogue, scene transitions, 
movement, lighting, props, costumes, and sound.  Reviews and audience feedback confirmed that 
the essentially “digital” nature of this world was clear; that Isobel, Adam, and Hannah’s audience-
address performances conveyed an online setting; and that Amanda and Hannah’s identities were 
genuinely blurred.33  Yet the grief-stricken relationship of Isobel and Amanda remained the play’s 
emotional core.  I had set out to write a play that was “new” – and written an ancient one instead.  
As such, Machina has revealed itself to be a work of both digital and visceral concerns, inviting 
multiple readings. 
 While Machina was inspired by several sources, including my subjective experiences, 
overheard conversations, and even posthuman theory, my richest inspiration came from the work of 
other playwrights.  This chapter has offered Prebble’s The Sugar Syndrome, Cass’s I Love You, Bro, 
and Ruhl’s Dead Man’s Cell Phone as exemplars of contemporary plays that construct digital 
                                                
33 For a selection of reviews confirming the production’s digital diegesis, see Cotes, Dionysius, and McAlister.  
Audience feedback was obtained during a “Meet the Creatives” Post-Show discussion on Tuesday 12th May 2014. 
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environments within the text, exploiting the sites of conflict between humanist and posthumanist 
paradigms.  These plays contain in-text cues that point towards a digital environment, framing each 
character as a cybernetic assemblage, and blurring the boundaries of time, space, and humanist 
identity.  As such, the notion of a “posthuman drama” offers a new perspective on what constitutes 
a “digital performance” in the theatre.  If the conflict of a play can stem from the transgressed 
boundaries that digital technologies enable, then production spectacle becomes only one element 
that may be said to be “digital.”  Posthuman drama first and foremost reclaims the text in 
discussions surrounding digital theatre: a playwright-led approach to constructing digital worlds.  
By charting the impact of the “post” on the “human,” contemporary playwrights are re-writing 
identity in the age of the intelligent machine. 
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CONCLUSION 
 
 Machina began as a self-imposed challenge: was it possible, I wondered, to write about a 
series of technologically-integrated characters primarily via dramatic form?  To take an almost 
“analogue” approach to digital theatre?  Might dialogue, movement, scene transitions, props, 
costumes, lighting, and sound – all cues that I could embed in the text – not allow an audience to 
imagine the digital world before them?  Might these cues not point towards an experience that the 
audience knows only too well?  As outlined in the introduction, in answering these creative 
questions I soon became involved in two other, more critical modes of research: engaging with 
posthuman theory, and applying these ideas to other plays about “technology,” both past and 
present.  As my theoretical focus narrowed to posthumanism, so too did my creative intentions, and 
I found myself attempting to write a posthuman play.  What follows this essay is the result of that 
process: the final draft of Machina.  Yet before we arrive there, I will now reflect on the key 
findings of my critical research, as well as the wider implications that a genre like posthuman drama 
presents for contemporary theatre practice and scholarship.   
 I identify five major findings in this study.  The first is that playwrights can employ the 
“technology of form” to construct digital worlds for the stage.  William Worthen has noted that a 
dramatic text can be conceived of as a “technology” in itself, be it as a “score,” a “blueprint,” or a 
“software program,” providing the key information and structures with which a company can create 
a production (8).  Previous scholarship into digital or posthuman theatre has been limited to 
production spectacle, with little regard for text or content.  Yet The Sugar Syndrome, I Love You, 
Bro, and Dead Man’s Cell Phone present compelling templates for how a playwright can construct 
a digital world within the text itself.  Although the limitations of this study have necessitated a 
small sample, these three plays nonetheless demonstrate that dramatic form has been a hitherto 
unexplored factor in scholarship concerning posthuman performance, and digital theatre more 
generally.  These texts present something “new” in western playwriting, as does their unique 
marriage of form with content to conjure a digital diegesis.  Via a series of in-text cues, posthuman 
plays point towards a digital environment, all while exploring the moral, emotional, and existential 
sites of conflict that arise in digital culture.   
 Of course it would be naïve to imagine that every production of these texts adheres to the 
pared-back guidelines set down by their authors, and nor am I suggesting that this “should,” in fact, 
be the case.  The notion of a posthuman drama – as distinct from a “digital theatre” – simply asks 
that the “technology of text” be acknowledged in any discussion of a digital performance.  
Posthuman drama offers a model for describing this technology by examining a play’s formal 
construction and digital cues at a textual level.  In the introduction I noted that a key scholar of 
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digital performance – Steve Dixon – has defined the current field as “performance works where 
computer technologies play a key role rather than a subsidiary one in content, techniques, 
aesthetics, or delivery forms” (Digital 3). Where other scholarship has tended towards the final 
three categories of this definition, posthuman drama makes a space for “content.” 
 My second major finding is that playwright-driven works within this field would benefit from 
being grouped into a dramatic genre.  According to Kent, the meaning we derive from a given work 
is dependent on how that work is generically framed (9).  In theatre we may visualise two primary 
“readers” of a play: the artistic company, and the viewing audience.  For both readers, genre 
possesses an enormous influence over how a play is received, and what expectations it should 
meet.34  Hayles argues for a vision of the posthuman that is largely perception-based, declaring “we 
become posthuman when we think we are posthuman” (How 6).  The genre of posthuman drama 
would therefore allow audiences and practitioners alike to approach a digitally-themed work with a 
certain expectation – of plot, theme, and character – that could powerfully frame a production, 
regardless of its specificities.  Furthermore, by making text the primary “technology,” posthuman 
drama democratises digital performance, allowing for productions with no budget at all. 
 My third major finding is that posthuman drama has a theatrical history.  When I first began 
this project, I imagined that the plays I was reading were “newer” than I subsequently realised.  
While plays about digital technologies are necessarily tied to a particular moment in time, I 
identified several plays about pre-digital technologies that comprise an antecedent movement.  In 
works such as the Gas trilogy, RUR, Methusalem, The Hairy Ape, The Adding Machine, and 
Machinal, playwrights of the 1920s were able to create technologically-integrated subjects largely 
via dramatic form, allowing an audience’s imagination to envision the machine-dominated world 
before them.  While technology-based plays of this era have often been labelled “expressionist” or 
“futurist,” these labels become arbitrary when considered in a proto-posthuman context.  As 
examples of automaton dramas, we may now view “worker plays” of the 1920s in a brand new 
light. 
 My fourth major finding is that posthuman drama presents a unique sociological window into 
the evolution of digital technologies.  In only twelve years, the technological cues embedded in The 
Sugar Syndrome and Dead Man’s Cell Phone – to take two examples – have quickly become dated; 
Prebble’s online exchanges are punctuated with the sound effects of a “modem dialling up” (19), 
while Ruhl’s cell phones quaintly pre-date smart phone capabilities.  I Love You, Bro, meanwhile – 
being based on a real-life event – is uniquely tied to the early 2000s.  These and many other 
posthuman plays have chronicled not just the advancement of digital technologies during the 
                                                
34 Even in instances of directorial subversion – such as playing Twelfth Night as a tragedy, for example – a director’s 
response is dependent on how a play has previously been framed, either by critical discourse or by the playwright 
themselves. 
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previous three decades, but the manner in which humans have incorporated these technologies into 
their everyday lives.  Posthuman drama thus provides us with a unique understanding of how 
humans and their machines have co-evolved together in the digital age. 
 The final major finding of this study is that despite the impact of postmodernism and the 
postdramatic, text-based authorship and digital theatre need not be mutually exclusive entities.  
Prebble, Cass, and Ruhl have risen to the challenge of engaging with contemporary themes by 
adapting dramatic form to express a digital subjectivity.  Yet posthuman drama as a genre presents 
wider implications for theatre practice and scholarship, reframing the discourse surrounding other 
theatrical “posts.”  It has become commonplace to equate the “post” with the “radical,” yet the plays 
critiqued here – including my own – portray posthuman worlds in the classical model of text and 
performance.  In this way, “post” need not come “after” the dramatic, or the author, or even the 
well-made play, but simply reframe our perception of a dramatic work.  Similarly, “posthuman” 
need not come “after” the physical body on stage, but merely reframe how we view that body, and 
the sites of conflict it engages in within a wider digital culture.  Fundamentally, posthuman drama 
implores that critics and audiences need not rely on a literal approach to posthuman performance – 
that a digital diegesis can be perceived even on an “analogue” stage. 
 
Posthuman Possibilities 
 
 Given the limited scope of this study, my findings would benefit from further research across 
a range of related projects.  The most pressing requirement at this stage would be to identify and 
analyse several more posthuman plays, both in terms of geography (beyond the US, UK, and 
Australia) and time (before 2000).  Aside from consolidating the genre further, a focus on other 
major theatre cultures would help to map the responses of playwrights to digital technologies on a 
global scale, potentially even in non-western countries.35  With regards to time, I have currently 
defined the genre as “beginning” in 1980, yet subsequent research into twentieth century drama 
may trace its origins back further.  My approach with this project has always been to let the plays 
determine the genre’s key features, rather than looking for works that might adhere to a 
predetermined agenda.  As such I am open to any further study that might broaden my current 
understanding of posthuman drama. 
 Future research might also help to refine some of the current model’s inconsistencies.  For 
example, the robot drama Heddatron by Elizabeth Merriwether (2006) could understandably be 
thought of as a posthuman work, as it reinterprets Henrik Ibsen’s Hedda Gabler through the prism 
                                                
35 In Appendix 2 I suggest this possibility, with the inclusion of Indian playwright Manjula Padmanabhan’s Harvest – a 
play written in “western” form yet set within Indian culture. 
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of nonhuman intelligence.  Yet since the play specifically requires real robots on stage – “the robots 
should be played by robots” (5) – it would currently fail to meet the key features of the genre.  
Furthermore, the play is not interested in “equating” humans with intelligent machines; indeed, the 
boundaries between human and robotic characters are distinct rather than blurred, and often played 
for laughs, with the character of Aunt Julie-Bot at one point declaring “Good.  Morning.  Hedda, 
dear.  How.  Nice. To. See. You!” (43).  Nevertheless, Heddatron clearly explores the impact of a 
world governed by posthuman intelligence.  Similarly, the scripted works of Japan’s Seinendan 
Theatre Company would be well-placed for a posthuman reading.  Run by celebrated playwright 
and scholar Oriza Hirata, Seinendan’s Robot Theatre Project has mounted several productions of 
new work in which androids and humans interact with each other in futuristic settings.  Many 
reviews describe how both human and nonhuman actors successfully elicit sympathy from their 
audiences, troubling previous definitions of performance technique (Soloski 402).  Both of these 
examples illustrate how a broader definition of posthuman drama could point towards a more 
inclusive genre.   
 From a historical perspective, a portion of this study has also included proto-posthuman texts, 
and further research into plays of this period – many of them currently labelled “expressionist” or 
“futurist” – might spark a wider re-appraisal of the early twentieth century avant garde.  Discussions 
of these movements have often been centred on a celebration (or fear) of “the machine,” yet a proto-
posthuman approach would view these works specifically in the tradition of automaton drama, with 
a focus on subjectivity.  How might steam, mechanical, or clockwork machines have altered how 
human identity was written for the stage?  Might these seemingly time-specific responses to 
contemporary machines in fact form part of a larger theatrical history?  And how might they 
coalesce with other significant movements of the period, such as dystopian science fiction or the 
Gothic?  Such a project could also place posthuman drama within a historical conversation between 
playwrights and philosophers, charting how both articulate similar ideas in different ways, and 
engage in dialogue with one another.   
 Finally, posthuman drama presents implications for the contemporary field of digital 
performance, including works already defined by production spectacle.  Virtual, interactive, 
internet, and prosthetic-enhanced performances have to-date received sustained analysis based 
primarily on their use of digital technologies – yet what of their texts?  How might text and “high 
impact” digital spectacle intersect, complement, or even counterpoint one another?  US-based 
Australian playwright Christine Evans’s most recent play You Are Dead. You Are Here (HERE 
New York, 2013) would be an excellent case study for this approach.  In this production, Evans’s 
text-based drama was written specifically for a virtual reality environment.  On her website, Evans 
notes that the play was written to incorporate animated landscapes from “Virtual Iraq […] a virtual-
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reality (VR) program based on war video-games and used in veterans’ PTSD therapy” (“Plays”).  
How might this process have affected Evans’s writing, and how might her writing have affected the 
use of these technologies on stage?  Whether or not this specific study eventuates, it is my hope that 
theatre scholarship more generally might include “the technology of text” in all discussions 
surrounding digital performance. 
 Aside from the eternal forms of tragedy and comedy, all dramatic genres have a shelf life.  
Expressionism, futurism, theatre of the absurd: a play can still be written in these modes today, but 
their initial impact on western theatre has long since receded.  In a similar fashion, posthuman 
drama will one day have an end date – perhaps sooner rather than later.  The three genres listed 
above lasted merely a decade each; it is entirely feasible that posthuman plays might subside as the 
“shock of the digital” lessens with each passing year.  Even if cybernetic intelligence should 
continue to redefine us, the nature of the genre necessitates that when technology gives way to a 
post-digital phase, so too will posthuman drama.  This certain ending, however, does not discount 
the value in identifying contemporary trends in western playwriting.  Drama – and theatre more 
generally – is an eternally shape-shifting entity, one that must always live in the present tense.  
Extolling this sentiment, Antonin Artaud once declared that “the highest possible idea of the theatre 
is one that reconciles us philosophically with Becoming” (109).  In the twenty-first century, western 
playwrights have increasingly reconciled their audiences with becoming posthuman. 
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Characters: 
 
(Comprised of the late David Sergeant’s family, friends, and friends-of-friends.) 
 
Isobel    David’s mother.  A proud Luddite, and a widow.  Brisk. Mid 60s 
Amanda   David’s older sister.  Marketing manager.  Highly strung. Mid 30s 
Tom   David’s ex-boyfriend.  A Blogger.  Self-conscious.   Late 20s 
Adam   David and Tom’s mutual friend.  Machina employee.  Cocky. Mid 30s 
Hannah   Amanda’s Machina friend.  Unemployed Writer.  Forever 23. Late 20s 
Scott   Tom’s Machina friend.  Recent Law Graduate.  Baby-faced.   Early 20s 
 
In Scenes 1, 14, and 24, doubling is suggested for the following roles: 
 
Lesley    A no-nonsense librarian.    Amanda 
Julie     A busy retiree.      Hannah 
Pippa    An insecure housewife.    Tom 
Sergeant    David’s father as a young man.   Adam 
A ballroom dancer          Scott 
 
 
Setting: 
 
Offline – a city.   
Online – the social networking site “Machina”. 
 
 
Synopsis: 
 
When David Sergeant dies after posting a final message on the social network Machina, his virtual 
presence continues to haunt those who loved him, those who knew him, and those who never knew 
him at all.  Now his mother is on a mission to understand, his ex-lover is trying to forget, and his 
sister has vowed to become someone else.  As their lives intersect and collide on Machina, the truth 
behind David’s virtual goodbye is slowly brought to light.   
 
An exploration of loss and intimacy in the digital age, Machina asks: What sort of connections are 
we forming online?  Is there God to be found in the Machine? 
 
 
Notes: 
 
- The website (and title of play) is pronounced Mak-ina. 
 
- The play has been written so that it may be performed with as little “technology” on stage as 
possible, save for sound and lighting.  If technology is used, there should still be an ambiguity 
between the physical and the virtual worlds. 
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Once you can’t love another human being 
you have no place in the world. 
 
 
 – Louise Glück, “Mirror Image” 
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MACHINA 
 
 
1. 
 
 
A room full of laptops facing out in all directions – perhaps even hanging from the ceiling.  They 
are switched off: metallic and ghostly.  
 
Isobel, a frazzled woman in her mid 60s, sits alone, staring at one of them.   
 
Out of the metallic silence comes the faint sounds of ballroom music played by an orchestra far 
away: a graceful waltz.  Isobel closes her eyes and the music builds, growing louder and louder, 
soothing at first and then ominous, until it has overwhelmed the room. 
 
A moment of reverie – until Julie rushes in.   
 
The music stops.  They look at each other.  The scene should progress quite quickly. 
 
Isobel They’re dancing in the next room.   
 
Julie I don’t hear anything. 
 
Isobel I used to dance.  Debutante balls.  Masonic balls.  Halloween balls. (as though someone 
were tapping her on the shoulder:) What?  No. 
 
Julie Are you here for the computer class? 
 
Isobel They were every other month in those days and you’d stand around the wall and wait for 
a partner to choose you.  
 
Julie (looks at her watch) They must be running late again. 
 
Isobel Or sometimes they’d give you one. 
 
Julie They’re always late here, it’s scandalous. 
 
Isobel I had a new dress made each time.  My father used to spoil me like that, though Mother 
didn’t approve.  My favourite was the Pride of Erin. 
 
Julie I’m sorry, are you feeling all right? 
 
Isobel Then Mr Sergeant – he was my husband – then Mr Sergeant came along and said “Would 
you like this dance?” and I was so flustered only the tiniest noise came out of my mouth, 
and after that he always called me his little mouse.  And he took my hand and we swept 
across the floor, and I’m sure I’m remembering it like a movie now, I’m sure it wasn’t 
like this, but it felt like the whole ball was watching us, and my light blue and white dress 
was spinning in an elegant circle above my feet.     
 
Beat.   
 
Julie I think I’ll wait over here. 
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Julie moves away.   
 
Isobel Do I smell? 
 
Julie No, of course not.  Why? 
 
Isobel Sometimes people can smell it. 
 
Julie Smell what? 
 
Lesley, a no-nonsense librarian, enters with a whiteboard on wheels.  Another woman, Pippa, 
enters behind her. 
 
Lesley Good morning ladies!  Please take your seats. 
 
Pippa Is this the class? 
 
Julie This class is late. 
 
Pippa Because they said it was the class. 
 
Lesley Yes it’s the class!  Now today we’re going to go through the basics of computers.  Have 
any of you ever used a computer before? 
 
Pippa I’ve turned one on before. 
 
Julie I’ve moved one from one side of the room to the other. 
 
Lesley Well done.  That’s a great start. 
 
Julie Thank you. 
 
Isobel I didn’t know we needed experience. 
 
Lesley You’re not far behind.  You’ll catch up. 
 
Pippa (to Isobel) I’ll show you the “on” button later. 
 
Lesley Now we’ll get you to turn on your laptops in a moment… 
 
Pippa Laptops, mmm.  Because they’re the other ones. 
 
Lesley The other ones? 
 
Julie She means they’re not the bigger ones. 
 
Lesley Yes you’ll see. 
 
Isobel What?  No. 
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Lesley If I could have everyone’s attention, we’ll run through some basics first.  Now a 
computer has 3 components: a screen, a keyboard and a mouse. 
 
Isobel A mouse? 
 
Lesley Yes, a mouse. 
 
Isobel  Oh, a mouse. 
 
Lesley Yes.  Now computers are useful because…? 
 
Pippa My son has one and he looks at topless ladies. 
 
Julie My niece talks to her computer.  They’re very good company, I’m told. 
 
Lesley I’m sure she doesn’t talk to her computer.  Perhaps she was on Machina. 
 
Julie (affronted) My niece is a good girl. 
 
Lesley No, I mean the social network. 
 
Isobel My son’s on Machina. 
 
Lesley Yes we’ll cover that later. 
 
Isobel But that’s why I’m here.  I never see him otherwise. 
 
Pippa I thought it was Ma-shee-na?   
 
Julie No, it’s from the Latin.  Deus Ex Machina.  “God from the Machine.” 
 
Pippa There’s a God in this machine? 
 
Lesley Yes, we’re not covering Machina today.  Next lesson.  Now focussing on the board.  
Your mouse is the most important part of your computer.  Sometimes your mouse will 
become a hand, like this.  Sometimes an hourglass.  Sometimes a question mark.  And 
sometimes a small African republic.  These are all normal symptoms and are nothing to 
worry about. 
 
Pippa What if my mouse develops a rash? 
 
Lesley Then you must inform Council immediately. 
 
Julie Will it be put down? 
 
Lesley I’m afraid it will. 
 
Pippa Oh that’s sad. 
 
Isobel What?  No. 
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Lesley Turning our attention to the keyboard now: these are the letters, these are the numbers, 
and these are the F buttons.  F buttons are special buttons, but we don’t have time to go 
into them today. 
 
Pippa (writing down) Special buttons. 
 
Julie Can you show us a few? 
 
Lesley We don’t have time. 
 
Julie Just a few. 
 
Isobel F buttons, I see. 
 
Lesley Well all right, just quickly.  This button here is for saving.   
 
Pippa (writing) Saving. 
 
Lesley This button here is for printing.   
 
Pippa Printing. 
 
Lesley This button kills a man. 
 
A Man screams in the next room, and falls to the ground. 
 
Lesley And this button blacks out the sun. 
 
The world outside goes completely dark.  The sound of crickets chirping.  Lesley pushes the button 
again, and sunlight is restored. 
 
Lesley So it’s all very simple. 
 
Isobel What does this button do? 
 
Isobel pushes F12.  A loud explosion.  The room shakes.  Lights flicker, etc.  All four crowd beneath 
their desks. 
 
Lesley NEVER press F12! 
 
Isobel Oh I’m sorry! 
 
Lesley reaches up and pushes F12 again.  The chaos abruptly stops. 
 
Lesley That’s quite all right.  We learn through doing.  Please take your seats, ladies. 
 
The ballroom music starts up again. 
 
Lesley Now the first thing I want you all to remember is not to be afraid of your computer.   The 
second thing is not to abuse your computer.  Let it finish one command before giving it 
another.  Your computer needs tender loving care.  It needs the touch of another sentient 
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being, so stroke it occasionally.  Whisper sweet nothings to it.  Take it to the movies or a 
Broadway show. 
 
Isobel Mr Sergeant might get jealous. 
 
Lesley Mr Sergeant is dead.   
 
Isobel Oh. 
 
Lesley And so is your son.  
 
Isobel I’m sorry?  What? 
 
Pippa What do I do with a jealous computer? 
 
Isobel Did you say my son is dead?  
 
Julie Yes that happened to my neighbour.  She bought a new laptop and the old one ran away. 
 
Isobel My son isn’t dead.  My son’s on Machina.  Can nobody hear me? 
 
Lesley Moving on, we’ll define some technical terms. 
 
A young man – Sergeant – suddenly strides into the room.  He is ignored by all but Isobel. 
 
Isobel Sergeant!  What are you doing here? 
 
Sergeant May I have this dance? 
 
Isobel I’m not wearing the right shoes. 
 
Lesley Now does anyone know the difference between Hardware and Software? 
 
Pippa and Julie shake their heads.  Sergeant and Isobel begin to dance around the room.  The 
others ignore them. 
 
Sergeant  I’ve been watching you. 
 
Isobel Not the past now, Sergeant. 
 
Lesley Hardware is what you can touch with your hands. 
 
Pippa That sounds a bit naughty! 
 
Isobel They’re saying awful things.  
 
Lesley Run your hands along your laptop now. 
 
Sergeant  My mate says you’re the prettiest girl here. 
 
Isobel Have you seen David?  Have you seen our son? 
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Pippa Oh it’s so smooth, isn’t it.   
 
Julie I love how it smells. 
 
Pippa I’m going to call mine Sandra. 
 
Isobel (becoming distressed) It’s been 5 weeks now and I can’t find him.   
 
Sergeant I’ve been watching you. 
 
Isobel  And they showed me his body but he wasn’t there! 
 
A Ballroom Dancer enters and begins to dance with Lesley.  Julie and Pippa also begin dancing.  
The room takes on a manic energy. 
 
Lesley Now software is what’s inside the computer.  It’s what we can’t see. 
 
Julie Like oxygen. 
 
Pippa Like God. 
 
Lesley Like the internet, mainly.   
 
Sergeant I’ve been drafted up. 
 
Isobel Answer me, Sergeant! 
 
Sergeant Will you wait for me? 
 
Lesley Like people who have died. 
 
Isobel What?  No! 
 
Sergeant I’ll come back for you. 
 
Isobel Where is my son? 
 
Lesley In wars or at home. 
 
Sergeant  My little mouse. 
 
Isobel Where is my son? 
 
Lesley Like a shot through the heart. 
 
Isobel Where is my son? 
 
The sound of a gun shot, off.  All dancing stops.   
 
Sergeant calmly kisses her hand, and exits.   
 
Lesley Mrs Sergeant?  Mrs Sergeant, are you with us? 
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Isobel turns to Lesley.    
 
Isobel (to Lesley) My… 
 
Isobel collapses.  The ballroom music swells. 
 
 
 
 
2. 
 
 
The company dances into the next three scenes, which are formed simultaneously: a pub, a welfare 
queue, and a bedroom.  Wigs are removed and costumes discarded on stage, as Sergeant becomes 
Adam, Pippa becomes Tom, Lesley becomes Amanda, Julie becomes Hannah and the Ballroom 
Dancer becomes Scott.   
 
In the confusion Isobel is carried onto a single-sized bed, where she remains until scene 4.  
Amanda exits.  Once in the welfare queue, Hannah and Scott wait silently until scene 3.   
 
Meanwhile in the pub, Adam is playing with his phone – texting, tweeting, flirting etc.  Various 
conversations at once.  He does not look up as Tom talks. 
 
Tom I think there’s something wrong with me. 
 
Adam There is, mate.  I’ve been telling you for years. 
 
Tom  I mean I just can’t seem to sustain a relationship.  Any relationship. It’ll begin and I’ll go, 
“Oh, this is so clichéd.  He likes Almodovar, I like Fellini.  He’s Julia Child, I’m Nigella.  
Like, could we be more middle-class and annoying?  And then I see the dinner parties 
and the domestic battles sprawled out ahead of us and I just shrug my shoulders.  Who 
needs it?  I’m yawning already.  But then afterwards I’ll be home and I can see my own 
week mapped out before me.  The grocery shopping.  The inane thoughts.  “We’re out of 
toilet paper.  I forgot the milk.”  And I’m chilled by the knowledge— 
 
Adam “Chilled”? 
 
Tom Chilled that one thing is certain – that I will think of nothing but toilet paper and milk 
until the day I die.  Consume and shit.  That’s it.  And then I think – you could be 
consuming and shitting with someone else.  Would that elevate it all to a higher state?  Is 
that what love is?  And the thoughts continue like this and so in the end I give up and I go 
on Machina.  Watch a video of a dancing giraffe. 
 
Adam Oh I love that one. 
 
Tom Yeah I know. 
 
Adam He does the moonwalk and everything. 
 
Tom Well, you have to look for it. 
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Adam No, but he does though.   
 
Tom I think we impose the moonwalking on him.  I think it’s about perspective. 
 
Adam  Yes, Nigella. 
 
Tom Well anyway.  Don’t you ever have these thoughts? 
 
Adam What?  No.  Throw us the salt. 
 
Tom passes the salt.  Adam goes to take it, but Tom avoids his touch and places it on the table 
instead.  Adam pours some salt on his finger, licks it, and takes a shot of tequila, before reverting 
back to texting. 
 
Tom So who are you talking to then?  They’re obviously more fascinating. 
 
Adam My boss.  So there.   
 
Tom And? 
 
Adam Who says there’s an “And”? 
 
Tom There’s always an “And”. 
 
Adam And some chick on Machina, all right. 
 
Tom Can I see? 
 
Adam hands him the phone. 
 
Tom She looks like the last one.   
 
Adam No she doesn’t. 
 
Tom They probably come from the same factory. 
 
Adam Not bad, hey. 
 
Tom How old is she? 
 
Adam Dunno.  She’s at uni.  Philosophy major.  Fuck she keeps talking to me. 
 
Tom What do you expect her to do? 
 
Adam No I mean she keeps going on about this guy she’s got to write an essay on.  Some dude 
who said God is dead and we all just rot in the ground. 
 
Tom How’d you reply? 
 
Adam Cock shot. 
 
Tom Right. 
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Adam  Hey at least I’m honest.   
 
Tom  About what? 
 
Adam  About what I’m after.  Some creeps would just string her along. 
 
Tom Yeah you’re so chivalrous.   
 
Adam  What’s up your arse? 
 
Tom  Nothing. 
 
Adam  You still hung up on David? 
 
Tom  No, I am not “hung up” on David.  It lasted a month.  I ended it.  The end. 
 
Adam  But? 
 
Tom But it is weird, isn’t it.  This whole thing. 
 
Adam continues to read his phone.  Pause. 
 
Tom  Anyway I’m done with that stuff. 
 
Adam  What stuff? 
 
Tom You know.  Sex.  People.  The world.  I’m just going to live like an amoeba from now on.  
Split myself in two when required. 
 
Adam Here we go. 
 
Tom I mean it. 
 
Adam  Yeah see this is why we don’t hang out.   
 
Tom  Oh OK.  Great. 
 
Adam  Even though I like you, Tom, I don’t want to see you every day.  Who wants to see 
anyone every day?   
 
Tom What about David? 
 
Adam What about David? 
 
Tom You saw him every day.   
 
Adam  No I didn’t. 
 
Tom Close.  We split up and you two start hanging out.  If I didn’t know any better I might 
have been jealous. 
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Adam  We were just mates.  He knew that. 
 
Tom  You’ve never talked about it. 
 
Adam  There’s nothing to say. 
 
Pause. 
 
Tom  Have you never liked anyone?    
 
Adam  We’ve been through this...! 
 
Tom  Not me.  Anyone? 
 
Adam  No.  Have you? 
 
Tom looks away. 
 
Adam See there you go.  That’s cause we’re smart.  Love’s a scam.  It’s used to sell ad space.  I 
do it every day. 
 
Tom  Doesn’t mean you believe it. 
 
Adam  Course I do. 
 
Tom  Why? 
 
Adam  Or else it would have happened by now.   
 
Tom  So straight people too? 
 
Adam  Straight people mostly.  But with us there’s kids, so it’s complicated. (beat)  Look.  
You’ve been given a gift – well three gifts, really.  A cock, your freedom, and an iPhone.  
So use them! 
 
Adam goes back to his phone.   
 
Tom  It doesn’t feel like a gift. 
 
A moment. 
 
Adam reacts to his phone.  He turns it around to show Tom. 
 
Adam   You think those tits are real? 
 
Tom looks at him.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
Posthuman Drama – Richard Jordan 100 
3. 
 
 
A welfare queue.  Hannah and Scott have acknowledged each other and are now staring at their 
phones.   
 
Scott (staring at his phone) You look different. 
 
Hannah That was my blonde era. 
 
A Robotic Voice speaks. 
 
Voice Ticket number 717. 
 
Scott (looks up; to Hannah) How do you know Kate? 
 
Hannah  Oh we went to school together.  Played in the woodwind ensemble.   
 
Scott  Funny. 
 
Hannah  I was second clarinet if you’re asking. 
 
Scott What was she? 
 
Hannah Bassoon.  She looked ridiculous.  And she had braces, the whole thing was a mess.  
What about you? 
 
Scott I just met her at a party.   
 
Hannah Oh you’re Scott with the cow licks.     
 
Scott Were you there? 
 
Hannah Not in real life.  She posted pics.  You’ve got two, don’t you – one on each side. 
 
Scott Yeah.  It’s a nightmare.   
 
Hannah My brother Zack had the same thing.  He was going to shave it all off but then he got 
cancer and died.   
 
Scott Oh.  I’m sorry. 
 
Hannah Why? 
 
Voice Ticket number 718. 
 
Hannah This is funny though, isn’t it.  We wouldn’t even be talking if it wasn’t for Machina. 
 
Scott We might have. 
 
Hannah Trust me, I wouldn’t have even looked at you.  I don’t talk to strangers.  Got enough 
friends as it is. 
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Scott Well.  “Friends of friends.”  Right? 
 
Hannah So how’d you wind up here? 
 
Scott Just finished Law. 
 
Hannah Rough.  Too many lawyers, huh? 
 
Scott It’ll be temporary.  You? 
 
Hannah My boss said I lacked “empathy.” 
 
Scott What was your job? 
 
Hannah Addictions Hotline.   
 
Scott Empathy would be useful. 
 
Hannah It’s not that I didn’t care.  I just.  You have to become a robot in that job.  You just have 
to. 
 
Scott And your boss sacked you for that? 
 
Hannah Well, that and I kept sitting at her desk.  I don’t even know why.   
 
Scott Oh I read about that.  That was funny. 
 
Hannah I know, right!  My life is a sitcom.  Except for this part.  This part’s boring.  I wouldn’t 
mind skipping past this part. 
 
Voice Ticket number 719. 
 
Hannah And I could really go a fag right now.  Have you got one? 
 
Scott I don’t smoke. 
 
Hannah You are one though, aren’t you. 
 
Scott Charming. 
 
Hannah It’s all right, I can use that word.  I was given permission. 
 
Scott By who?  The Gay Organising Body? 
 
Hannah By Zack. 
 
Scott Oh.   
 
Hannah Anyway it’s good you don’t smoke.  I don’t smoke either.  Only when I’m nervous.  Or 
bored.  Or hungry.  Or full.  (she shrugs) You must have some addictions. 
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Scott Does Machina count? 
 
Hannah Machina totally counts.   
 
Scott Well it’s Machina Gay lately. 
 
Hannah Is that just the same thing but with show tunes? 
 
Scott It tells you the nearest gay guy in metres.  There’s one in this room, apparently. 
 
Hannah attempts to look around casually, checking the room out. 
 
Scott Don’t look! 
 
Hannah (continuing) I’m just stretching my neck.  Do you know what he looks like? 
 
Scott It’s Ryan Gosling. 
 
Hannah That’d be nice. 
 
Scott People hardly use their real photos. 
 
Hannah So what’s the point? 
 
Scott I’m not sure.  But you can collect your favourites, see?  Like Pokemon.   
 
Hannah And you hook up with these people? 
 
Scott Mostly I just look at them. 
 
Hannah You’re a fucking weirdo.  I like that. 
 
Scott Thanks.   
 
Voice Ticket number 720. 
 
Hannah So who’s your favourite, then? 
 
Scott That’s easy.  
 
Scott shows Hannah a profile on his phone. 
 
Hannah Ooh.  “David”.  Biblical.  Is that his real photo? 
 
Scott Yeah.   
 
Hannah How do you know? 
 
Scott Mutual friends.  He went Inside last month. 
 
Hannah Inside?  Oh please.  That’s not even a thing. 
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Scott Yeah it is.  He posted an update like an hour before he did it.  And no-one said 
anything.  And people were watching, I mean, you could tell.  But his words just kind of 
hung there in the air, all alone.  I never met him, but.  I used to stalk him for a bit.  And 
now I feel really strange. 
 
Hannah You’re upset over someone you never met? 
 
Scott A bit, yeah.  Why would someone do that? 
 
Hannah (shrugs) Hey why ask me? 
 
Pause. 
 
Hannah  Is Ryan still here? 
 
Scott (looks at phone) No he’s gone.  50 metres. 
 
Hannah I wonder who he was.   
 
Scott Could have been on the bus outside.  It happens sometimes.  It’s not entirely accurate. 
 
Hannah  All these lovers you’re missing.  All these fates passing by.   
 
Scott  Tragic, huh. 
 
Hannah  Still you met me, though.  Can’t be all bad. 
 
Voice  Ticket number 721. 
 
Scott   That’s me. 
 
Hannah  That’s you. 
 
Scott  Shall we do this again? 
 
Hannah   “Machina willing…!” 
 
Scott  Good luck in the real world. 
 
Hannah  You too. 
 
He gives her a small smile, and exits.   
 
 
 
 
4. 
 
 
A bedroom.  Morning. 
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Isobel is on the floor in her nightgown, reading a diary.  She is surrounded by boxes and various 
piles of objects – old trophies, school books, CDs, etc.  The room has a scattered quality.  An old 
laptop lies in the corner.  Amanda enters, dressed for work. 
 
Amanda Are you up, Mum? 
 
Isobel (not looking up) Yes I slept so well.  Like a log. 
 
Amanda I was just about to leave. 
 
Pause.   
 
Isobel (reading) He’s so young here. 
 
Amanda Is that David’s? 
 
Isobel It’s silly, I know.  His Grade 12 diary.  On the 6th October he had 5 assignments due.  
He hadn’t found a date for the formal.  And he had a crush on a student teacher 
called Harvey.   
 
Amanda I remember that.  
 
Isobel  He told you things, didn’t he. 
 
Amanda Sometimes. (beat)  I wish you wouldn’t sleep here.  
 
Isobel I want to.  This morning I woke up and pretended I was him.  I looked out the 
window and saw the view he’d have seen his whole life.  And it’s very small that 
bed.  The springs have all gone.  He never said a word about it. 
 
Amanda Mum I don’t think I’ll stay tonight. 
 
Isobel Right you are, love. 
 
Amanda I mean I don’t think I’ll stay on at all. 
 
Isobel  Oh.  I see. 
 
Amanda I just think it’s time. 
 
Isobel Of course.  
 
Amanda I can’t stay forever. 
 
Isobel Well I can’t make you. (beat) Busy day, then?  It’s early for you. 
 
Amanda looks at her. 
 
Amanda It’s budget time.  You know how these things go.  The Board’ll decide to make cuts 
to my department, which means more redundancies, which means another reason for 
my staff to hate me.  
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Isobel It’s good that you’re working. 
 
Amanda Thanks.   
 
Pause.  Isobel avoids Amanda’s eyes. 
 
Amanda Are you sure you slept well?  I heard you last night. 
 
Isobel  Heard me when? 
 
Amanda I don’t know.  I came in to check.  It was late. 
 
Isobel  I’m embarrassed. 
 
Amanda What was it about? 
 
Isobel  I was dancing with your father. 
 
Amanda You were shouting things. 
 
Isobel  Yes he had two left feet.  It was very painful. 
 
Amanda Why won’t you tell me about it? 
 
Isobel Because dreams are funny things, Amanda, and very seldom true. 
 
Pause. 
 
Amanda  Look maybe we should go away somewhere. 
 
Isobel  I don’t want to go away. 
 
Amanda  The beach house for the weekend, or— 
 
Isobel  I want to join Machina. 
 
Amanda What?  
 
Isobel  Will you show me? 
 
Amanda Machina?  Where did that come from?   
 
Isobel  Please. 
 
Amanda You can’t even use a computer. 
 
Isobel  I can learn. 
 
Amanda Why are you suddenly so interested? 
 
Isobel  No reason. 
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Amanda Mum. 
 
Pause. 
 
Isobel  I want to see him.   
 
Amanda You want to see him? 
 
Isobel  I want to see his world.  His friends.  What it was like. 
 
Amanda They weren’t his friends. 
 
Isobel  I want you to show me. 
 
Amanda For what purpose, exactly?  Some dumb memorial page?  A whole bunch of 
pointless banter? 
 
Isobel  He must have said something. 
 
Amanda I’ve told you before— 
 
Isobel  He still exists there. 
 
Amanda No he doesn’t! 
 
Isobel  I have to know. 
 
Amanda looks at her. 
 
Amanda Well I don’t.  And you can’t.  No-one can.  
 
Pause. 
 
Isobel Please help me. 
 
Amanda I have to go. 
 
Isobel Tomorrow, then. 
 
Amanda I mean I have to go away… 
 
Isobel Go away where? 
 
Amanda Stop taking those pills.  They’re no good for you. 
 
Amanda goes to leave. 
 
Isobel Do you even care why he did it?  
 
Amanda stops. 
 
Isobel Because I feel like I’m the only one who does.  
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Amanda looks at her. 
 
Amanda …Please don’t. 
 
Isobel He was happy, Amanda.  It doesn’t make sense. (beat) Do you know something? 
Pause. 
 
Amanda What could I possibly know? 
 
Amanda exits.  Isobel stares at the laptop in the corner. 
 
 
 
 
5. 
 
 
Hannah is on Machina.  
 
Hannah Amanda – hi.  You don’t know me.  Well you do, but not very well.  I think we met at a 
course once?  Some work thing?  I lose track.  Anyway I saw your post last night.  Which 
is unusual because you don’t post that much, do you.  More of a watcher.  But it really 
upset me.  You seemed upset.  So I clicked on your brother’s name and you were in the 
photo with him, at a party or something, and in the photo you’re posing and he’s posing 
and he’s got his fingers in the air, like a gangster.  Only not really, because there are 
flowery drapes behind you both and it looks like your nanna’s house.  But the messages 
go on for 3 pages.  X’s and O’s and RIPs.  “He’s in the ether now.”  That kind of thing.  
And I just wanted to say that I think that’s bullshit.  And you know it’s bullshit.  And 
they know it’s bullshit.  But they’re going through the motions because that’s what you 
do.  Because they’re watching themselves being watched and their brains shut down and 
they panic and they type like a 6 year-old who thinks dead people are asleep. (beat) I was 
going to write: “I’m sorry for your loss.”  I was going to write: “Stay strong.”  But those 
things are worse somehow.  They’re worse than it happening at all.  So I deleted them 
and then I wrote that I deleted them, and now I’m telling you about it instead.  Is that 
more genuine? (beat) I trawled through the comments for a reason.  The ocean said it was 
bankruptcy.  A newborn baby said a breakdown.  And an image of a cat said “Hope those 
haters are happy now, ex ex ex” and I was all confused about it, about why he must have 
done it, but then I realised maybe it’s not about him.  Maybe it’s about them.  Maybe he 
could be anyone. (beat) Would you like to meet? 
 
Lights fade on Hannah.  Meanwhile, Isobel powers up the laptop. 
 
 
 
 
6. 
 
 
A bus stop. 
 
Tom is seated on a bench, staring at his phone.  Scott enters, and watches him for a while.   
Posthuman Drama – Richard Jordan 108 
 
Scott Somebody died there. 
 
Tom Oh. 
 
Tom goes to sit somewhere else. 
 
Scott Somebody died there too. 
 
Tom goes to move again, then looks at him. 
 
Scott Probably.  Statistically speaking.  If you think about the entire history of the planet, it’s 
more than likely that someone died there at some point.  Can I ask you a question – why 
are you running away from death? 
 
Tom I thought I was waiting for a bus. 
 
Scott I’m Scott, by the way. 
 
Scott holds out his hand.  Tom does not take it. 
 
Tom …Oh.  I’m— 
 
Scott Tom, I know.   
 
Tom You know? 
 
Scott indicates his phone. 
 
Tom Oh.  Right. 
 
Scott takes his hand back. 
 
Scott Well you did indicate you were single and then ticked the GPS option.  Don’t put it out 
there if you don’t want it.   
 
Tom Sorry.  Of course. 
 
Scott Still it’s old fashioned, isn’t it.  Meeting at a bus stop.  My parents met on a train, did 
you know that? 
 
Tom Why would I know that? 
 
Scott It’s on my profile.  I thought you might have read it. 
 
Tom When did we become friends?   
 
Scott Last Tuesday.  I added and you accepted.  It was very romantic.  I’m kidding.  
Obviously.  Gay men aren’t romantic.  Girls seem to think we’re all sensitive and 
caring, but really gay men are like the worst straight men ever. 
 
Tom That’s probably true.    
Posthuman Drama – Richard Jordan 109 
 
Scott Are you heading into town? 
 
Tom Look at your phone, you’ll find out. 
 
Scott Wow, so cold!   
 
Tom I don’t know who you are! 
 
Scott Yes you do, I’ve seen your baby photos!   
 
Tom Look, I’m really confused.  What’s going on here?  
 
Scott We’re waiting for a bus.  It’s pretty straightforward. 
 
Tom Well I think I feel like walking. 
 
Tom goes to leave. 
 
Scott Oh OK.  You’re going to walk in this heat.  You’re going to walk in this heat and get all 
hot and sweaty just to avoid talking to me. 
 
Tom Well maybe I am! 
 
Scott You’ll be bored.  I know you, you’ll need the company.   
 
Tom Right. 
 
Scott Anyway there’s a bus coming in two minutes.  Two more minutes, that’s it. 
 
Tom How do you know? 
 
Scott It’s this new-fangled thing called a “timetable”. 
 
Pause.   
 
Tom Look I’m sorry, you’ve just freaked me out a little. 
 
Scott I’m too camp, aren’t I.  People say that. 
 
Tom It was more the stalker element, really. 
 
Scott This isn’t what I do.  Honest!  I’ve never done this before.   
 
Tom Yes you have. 
 
Scott No really!   
 
Tom Liar. 
 
Scott Online maybe, but not in real life. 
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Tom (goes to leave) Yeah I’m going now.   
 
Scott OK fine, just once.   At a Westfield. 
 
Tom looks at him. 
 
Scott And he was something else, to be fair.  And he was by himself.  And usually guys I’m 
into have girlfriends, and I’ll be cursing them under my breath.  I’ve become so bitter, 
it’s horrible.  But he was on his own, carrying some new boardies from City Beach or 
something.  And just like…an Adonis before me.  And I started following him.  Subtly.  
I never talked to him, I just observed. 
 
Tom For how long? 
 
Scott About an hour. 
 
Tom An hour? 
 
Scott He kinda surprised me actually.  I don’t know where I imagined straight boys went, or 
what they did at shopping centres, but he didn’t go where I expected.  He went to a 
perfume shop. 
 
Tom For his girlfriend. 
 
Scott Yeah, all right.  Then he went to the library.  Then the post office.  And then he bought 
this Wendy’s sundae and it was just kind of adorable.  
 
He smiles at the memory. 
 
Tom Has it been two minutes? 
 
Scott I lied.  It’s twenty. 
 
Tom Fuck. 
 
Scott Why are you so trusting?  I’m a perfect stranger. 
 
Tom You’re a fucking weirdo.  Do you know that? 
 
Scott You don’t know the half of it.   
 
Tom You’re right.  I don’t. 
 
Scott Would you like to? 
 
Scott flutters his eyelids ironically.  Tom smiles despite himself. 
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7. 
 
 
Isobel on Machina. 
 
Isobel Oh I see.  I suppose I have to fill this out. 
 My name is Isobel. 
 My age is none of your business. 
 I live in a city I no longer recognise. 
My occupation was a primary school teacher.  I taught children to count, long ago.  
They’re all adults now.  I’m sure they could teach me a thing or two. 
My favourite film is Lawrence of Arabia. 
My favourite song is “Walk on By”. 
My pet hate is bad punctuation.  Even though maths was my forte, I do hate a wandering 
apostrophe. 
My favourite photo is this one right here, with David, Amanda, and Mr Sergeant.  We’d 
been married 10 years, and he’d left his secretary for the night and come home to me.  
The 4 of us are playing charades.  I forget who took the photo.  I think if you’d asked 
each one of us that night if we believed in God, we’d have looked at you as though the 
answer were obvious. 
I have 5 friends. 
I have 15 friends. 
I have 62 friends. 
I have 200 friends. 
This is fun.  Isn’t it. 
 
 
 
 
8. 
 
 
Hannah sits in a park with Amanda.  Hannah smokes. 
 
Awkward silence. 
 
Hannah So how was it, then? 
 
Amanda What? 
 
Hannah How was the funeral? 
 
Amanda I don’t remember. 
 
Pause. 
 
Hannah He um.  He seemed like a great guy. 
 
Amanda He was. 
 
Hannah Sure.  Sure.  And he was funny, wasn’t he. 
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Amanda Yeah.   He was funny. 
 
Hannah I read some of his updates.  Afterwards.  They were quite witty.  And warm.  Not what I 
expected. 
 
Amanda What do you mean? 
 
Hannah In the weeks leading up to it.  Just, you know.  Not what you’d think. 
 
Amanda I feel uncomfortable here. 
 
Hannah That’s fair enough.  That’s completely reasonable. 
 
Pause. 
 
Amanda How do I know you? 
 
Hannah It was a seminar.  I’ve thought about it and it was definitely a seminar. 
 
Amanda In…August? 
 
Hannah  Yes, last August.  That’s the one.  How to be a better communicator.   
 
Amanda With the woman who muffled. 
 
Hannah With the woman who muffled, right!  Irony central.  And we did that exercise together. 
 
Amanda Exercise? 
 
Hannah Yeah it was an imaginary marketing campaign.  For dog toothpaste.  We were pretty 
good. 
 
Amanda Did we win? 
 
Hannah Second. 
 
Amanda Second.  That’s right. 
 
Hannah Yeah.  They were good times. (Pause)  But.  But these are bad times.  Aren’t they. 
 
Amanda (uncertain) …Yes. 
 
Hannah And I guess I just wanted to meet you here today to tell you that…I’m here for you. 
 
Amanda Here for me? 
 
Hannah Yes.  I’m here.  For you. 
 
Amanda Is this an AA thing? 
 
Hannah No!  No.  I’m just.  Connecting. 
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Amanda You’re connecting. 
 
Hannah Yes.  We’re making a connection.  Here. 
 
Amanda looks at her. 
 
Amanda …I’d rather not. 
 
Hannah You’d rather-? 
 
Amanda I’d rather not make a connection with a stranger about my dead brother.  Is that OK? 
 
Hannah Oh.  OK.  (beat)  So-? 
 
Amanda So I don’t know why I’m here if that’s what you’re asking.  I’m not myself at the 
moment, I’m really quite…scattered, and.  And I was driving here and I was determined 
not to come but then.  It’s like he blew me apart and I don’t want to be put back 
together.  
 
Pause.   
 
Hannah I think being one person’s kind of overrated.  Actually I think we’re heaps of people.  
I’m someone else right now. 
 
Pause. 
 
Amanda  What are you doing tonight? 
 
Hannah Oh I’m.  Just going to get a pizza.  Watch The Block. 
 
Amanda Do you mind if I come with you? 
 
Hannah No.  Not at all. 
 
Amanda (seriously) Good.  Let’s do that then.  Good. 
 
 
 
 
9. 
 
 
Scott and Tom at a restaurant. 
 
Scott Is this weird?  It’s a bit weird, isn’t it. 
 
Tom I don’t think it’s weird. 
 
Scott I don’t know, I just felt like gyozas.  I know they shout at you every time you order a 
sake, but.   It’s kind of cute.  I feel like I’m still on my meds. 
 
Tom Right. 
Posthuman Drama – Richard Jordan 114 
 
Scott I came off them like a year ago.  And they were good for a while.  They just dimmed the 
lights a little, you know, made everything a little less intense.  Except now that I’m off 
them I keep waiting for the lights to come back on, and they never do. 
 
Tom Should we order? 
 
Scott  Ok.  
 
Tom (looks at watch) Although I can’t stay long… 
 
Scott Sure me neither.  So can I tell you a story? 
 
Tom Go ahead. 
 
Scott I was waiting by this pier once. 
 
Tom What pier?  There’s no piers around here. 
 
Scott Anyway I’m waiting and I see this man, right?  And he looks kind of familiar.  He looks 
like someone I know, or someone I might know, and I’m trying to figure out which it is 
when he jumps, like he jumps right off the pier.  And I call out for help but no one hears 
me, and even though he’s in the ocean I can see him beneath the waves, like this vision of 
white, well it’s either him or the moon – it’s night time, I forgot to say that. 
 
Tom Was this a dream? 
 
Scott Yes, why? 
 
Tom You forgot to say “it’s a dream” first. 
 
Scott Oh!  Ha.  I can’t stop thinking about it. (beat)  So tell me about Gordon. 
 
Tom Gordon?  How do you know about Gordon? 
 
Scott Your blog post?  That went viral? 
   
Tom Oh that.  That was a while ago now. 
 
Scott 100 first dates.  It’s pretty impressive.   
 
Tom Thanks? 
 
Scott But Gordon stood out. 
 
Tom There’s not much to say.   
 
Scott You dumped him because of how he pronounced words. 
 
Tom So? 
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Scott Well he was just stranded there, at number 52.  A one-line reason.  And I think to myself, 
“There’s got to be more to this story.  No-one’s that shallow.” 
 
Tom You’d be surprised. 
 
Scott Come on. 
 
Tom (thawing) …They were foreign words, mostly.  He was an Anglo white-bread kind of guy but 
in an Italian restaurant you’d never know it.  He’d tell the waiter we wanted a (he over-
pronounces and gesticulates) gno-cchi, or a tag-lia-tel-le, or a ris-o-tto.  We’d go for 
Chinese and he’s ask for a (thick accent) Dao xiao mian, complete with regional dialect.  
We’d come out of a French film and he’d talk wistfully of wanting to visit (gutteral 
French-style) Par-ee.  I’m sorry but it’s Paris!  Not Par-ee!  Paris!   
 
Scott Well it is Par-ee technically. 
 
Tom Not when you’re not French! 
 
Scott Wow you’re strict!  I should be nervous.   
 
Tom Why?  This isn’t a date. 
 
Scott Of course it’s a date. 
 
Tom Are you going to order? 
 
Scott I don’t think I’m hungry now. 
 
Tom Look, I’m sorry.  I have a problem with judging people, clearly.  I’m trying to work on it. 
 
Scott It’s OK.  I judge people too. 
 
Tom Really? 
 
Scott It’s half the fun of Machina, isn’t it. 
 
Pause. 
 
Scott Is that how you knew David? 
 
Tom What? 
 
Scott On Machina?  You were in his photos.  Sorry this sounds weird, doesn’t it. 
 
Tom A little… 
 
Scott Hey don’t be so shocked!  Everyone knows everyone.  I was just looking through before 
and I noticed that— 
 
Tom It’s OK.  I get it. 
 
Scott What was he like?  I mean in person? 
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A moment. 
 
Tom He was quiet.  He could sit down right next to you and you’d hardly know he was there.  
It used to freak me out, to be honest. 
 
Scott I’m sorry. 
 
Tom Why?  I barely knew him.  I don’t think anyone knew him. 
 
Pause. 
 
Scott Do you want to do something really crazy? 
 
Tom Like what? 
 
Scott Do you want to turn our phones off? 
 
Tom laughs. 
 
Tom I could be up for that. 
 
 
 
 
10. 
 
 
Adam on “Machina Chat” – a webcam application similar to ChatRoulette.com. 
 
Adam Next. 
 
He pushes a button.  A Naked Man appears.   
 
Adam Next. 
 
He pushes a button.  The man is replaced by a Young Girl in a bathing suit. 
 
Adam Next. 
 
He pushes a button.  A group of Rowdy Teenagers. 
 
Adam Next. 
 
He pushes a button.  Isobel appears. 
 
Isobel Hello.  Hello.  Hello? 
 
Adam reaches for the button. 
 
Isobel Can you hear me?  No-one’s listening.  Hello? 
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Adam Hello. 
 
Isobel Oh you’re listening!   
 
Adam Yeah I’m listening. 
 
Isobel What is this? 
 
Adam You’re on Machina Chat. 
 
Isobel You’re very familiar. 
 
Adam Am I? 
 
Isobel I didn’t like the last man much. 
 
Adam OK. 
 
Isobel He seemed nice enough, but then he put his hand down his trousers.  You’re not going to 
put your hand down your trousers are you? 
 
Adam I’ll try not to. 
 
Isobel Well good, thank you.   
 
Adam Can I ask what you’re doing on here? 
 
Isobel Why? 
 
Adam Well no offence but I don’t normally chat with a lot of people…your age. 
 
Isobel My neighbour showed me.  He’s on here all the time.  Not that we’ve ever run into each 
other.  I’m not sure what the odds would be. 
 
Adam Why don’t you just talk to him? 
 
Isobel What? 
 
Adam I said why don’t you just— 
 
Isobel Oh we don’t get on.  No, we don’t get on at all.  That was the problem, I was always 
trying to talk to him.  So he showed me this website to palm me off.  And so far I have to 
say I’ve been unimpressed. 
 
Adam With Machina? 
 
Isobel With humanity.  Naked men in Argentina.  Rude young girls in California.  Something 
unspeakable in Chad.  And now you. 
 
Adam I’m surprised you’re still on here. 
 
Isobel Well I’ve got to talk to someone.   
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Adam What about your family? 
 
Isobel What about your family? 
 
Adam I’m sorry. 
 
Isobel Are you? 
 
Pause. 
 
Adam You remind me of someone. 
 
Isobel You remind me of someone too. 
 
 
 
 
11. 
 
 
Hannah’s house.  Night. 
 
An empty pizza box lies on the floor, beside Hannah and Amanda.  The television is off. 
 
Hannah Hollywood’s wrong about Time.  There are never three acts.  Well there are, but not in 
that order.  I mean.  Say you were to break down my life to, oh.  I don’t know.  My 
choice in men.  Say two years ago I had my heart broken because I’d fallen for a guy who 
never listened to me.  At dinner parties, in the bedroom.  Just never on my side.  So I 
learnt my lesson and I called it off.  In a movie they’d call that the “inciting incident”.  
But then four other guys come along in the next two years and I do the same thing.  And 
meanwhile hundreds of other story arcs are going on simultaneously.  My body issues.  
My relationship with my mother.  How I feel about onions.  And then one day, for no 
particular reason, I decide that dating men who ignore me is self-destructive behaviour, 
and that I’m going to do something about it.  And that’s Act Two right there, you see.  
But it’s taken me two years to get to that point, and a lot of lessons unlearned or just plain 
ignored along the way.  Some people never get there.  But we expect Act Two, we’re 
bred for it, we’re conditioned to think that time is linear, that it’s 1, 2, 3.  When really you 
and I could be having this conversation two months from now and it wouldn’t make any 
difference. 
 
Amanda Unless you weren’t here. 
 
Hannah Unless I dropped dead, that’s true.  I mean that’s an ending, right?  Oh God am I being 
callous? 
 
Amanda It’s fine.  I’m not me. 
 
Hannah Right.  Sure.  But really, what is a three-act structure?  It’s wanting to witness an ending, 
isn’t it.  To feel a real ending.  Like a metaphorical death.  Over and over again.  We’re 
necrophiliacs. 
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Amanda So you’re a writer? 
 
Hannah A failed one.  I’ve done all the courses.  
 
Amanda What do people tell you?  I mean, what’s the feedback? 
 
Hannah That I don’t have empathy.  That my characters lack passion.  I mean, how am I meant to 
rectify that? 
 
Pause. 
 
Hannah Zack used to tell me that I— 
 
Amanda You look the same. 
 
Hannah Do I? 
 
Amanda I remember at the conference you were flirting with me. 
 
Hannah What? 
 
Amanda You came up to me at the hotel bar.  And you were being very…familiar. 
 
Hannah Oh God.  Really? 
 
Amanda Buying me drinks.  Holding my waist.   
 
Hannah I’m sorry.  It’s an alcohol thing. 
 
Amanda And then when you added me I thought “oh here we go”.   
 
Hannah That was just networking. 
 
Amanda And then your profile became “engaged”. 
 
Hannah That was a joke. 
 
Amanda To a boy. 
 
Hannah Well.  Yeah… 
 
Amanda And I felt like an idiot because I had it all planned out.  What I would say.  Because I 
need you to know that I’m not into that.  I’m a professional.  And you’ve no right to just 
waltz in out of the blue.  To take advantage of my vulnerability.  And you know I don’t 
do girls anyway.  People say that I do.  People say that.  But they’re just jealous and 
clichéd and narrow minded and it’s my job to make them liars. 
 
Hannah You wanted to tell me that? 
 
Amanda Yes.  I hope we’re clear. 
 
Hannah But you’re not you. 
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Amanda What? 
 
Hannah You said before that you’re not you.  Right now.  
 
Pause. 
 
Amanda I’m drunk.  Do you want me to go? 
 
Hannah I’d like you to stay. 
 
 
 
 
12. 
 
 
A kitchen, morning.  Tom stands, barefoot, in a streak of sunlight on the floor.   
 
Scott enters.   
 
Scott You right there? 
 
Tom Just standing in the sun. 
 
Scott You look funny. 
 
Tom Do I? 
 
Scott You look like you’re on an island. 
 
Tom I couldn’t find my socks. 
 
Scott So you’re just going to stand there? 
 
Tom For the moment. 
 
Scott You’re so funny. 
 
Tom I’m not really. 
 
Scott I think you are. 
 
Tom You think people who shop at Hermes are funny. 
 
Scott Well they are. 
 
Pause. 
 
Scott  Have you checked your phone? 
 
Tom Yes. 
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Scott And does anyone love you? 
 
Tom Just a stranger.  Missed call. 
 
Scott I got a text from a stranger once.  He thought I was his ex-girlfriend.  Must have got his 
numbers mixed up.  All this emotional stuff, he just poured his heart out.  “I wasn’t 
ready.”  “I miss you babe.”  “Let’s make this work.”  I didn’t have the guts to reply. 
 
Tom Did he stop? 
 
Scott Eventually.  He got angry at first though.  It was really weird, watching this guy have an 
argument with himself.  I think I broke his heart. 
 
Pause. 
 
Scott Listen I’m sorry if I scared you. 
 
Tom What?   
 
Scott Last night.  I didn’t mean to. 
 
Tom Why?  I wasn’t scared. 
 
Scott It’s just when I like someone I like to let them know. 
 
Tom Well good.  You should do that.  Good. 
 
Scott And then I like to have a conversation about it. 
 
Tom Uh huh. 
 
Scott Where the other person shares their thoughts. 
 
Tom You should run a class.  There’s a market for this. 
 
Pause. 
 
Scott Look.  Do you like this? 
 
Tom Like what? 
 
Scott Us chatting.  In the kitchen.  I mean, do you like this right now. 
 
Tom I’m not against right now.  I’m not opposed to right now. 
 
Scott It’s domestic, isn’t it. 
 
Tom Yeah, I guess so. 
 
Scott It’s feeling domestic.  I’m having visions.  You’ve got a cat and I’ve got a dog.  They’re 
sniffing around at your feet. 
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Tom I’m allergic. 
 
Scott They’re hairless.  They’re crossed with poodles.  Even the cat.  And my Mum loves you.  
She really loves you. 
 
Tom And your Dad? 
 
Scott My Dad would tolerate you.  He’s very tolerant, my Dad. 
 
Pause. 
 
Tom Is this a thing then? 
 
Scott What? 
 
Tom Do you want us to be a thing? 
 
Scott It doesn’t have to be a thing. 
 
Tom “Domestic” is a thing. 
 
Scott I mean we don’t have to name it. 
 
Tom I’d prefer to name it. 
 
Scott Fine.  We’ll call it Sally…! 
 
Tom Do you want a wife? 
 
Scott What? 
 
Tom Do you want to put me in an apron.  Bring you your slippers? 
 
Scott Don’t be stupid.  As if I’d want that. 
 
Pause. 
 
Tom Should I touch you now?  Is that what happens? 
 
Scott leans in and kisses Tom.  Lingering. 
 
Tom turns and spits on the floor.  He wipes his mouth. 
 
Tom Sorry.   
 
Scott What the fuck. 
 
Tom I’ve got to go. 
 
Scott Where?   
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Tom Why do you like me? 
 
Scott What? 
 
Tom I mean, no offence but you’ve got lousy taste. 
 
Scott Well I’m liking you less since you spat on the floor. 
 
Tom Well good.  You should be honest. 
 
Scott I mean.  Did that just happen? 
 
Tom I think so.  Yes. 
 
Scott Am I that revolting? 
 
Tom It’s nothing personal. 
 
Scott Well it felt fucking personal! 
 
Tom You shouldn’t have asked me out.  I don’t know why I let you. 
 
Scott Why you “let” me? 
 
Tom You read my blog. 
 
Scott Oh it’s my fault.  Right. 
 
Tom You should have just stayed away. 
 
Scott Well maybe I should have.  I mean online you’re so confident.  You shut people down 
and you satirise them and you barb with them and no-one can touch you. 
 
Tom I know. 
 
Scott I mean I really like that guy.   
 
Pause. 
 
Tom Does this mean we’re not a thing? 
 
Scott Isn’t that what you want? 
 
Pause. 
 
Tom Are you going to delete me? 
 
Scott I don’t know.    
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13. 
 
 
Adam and Isobel on Machina Chat. 
 
Isobel So who do you talk to on here.  Usually. 
 
Adam You want an honest answer? 
 
Isobel Of course. 
 
Adam I don’t want to shock you. 
 
Isobel An honest answer, please. 
 
Adam I’m on here for sex.  I don’t care about chat.  Actually the less chat the better.  Have you 
fainted yet? 
 
Isobel You’re talking to me. 
 
Adam Yeah, why is that. 
 
Isobel You could hit the “next” button. 
 
Adam I could. 
 
Isobel So is that how people show affection now?  By not pushing a button? 
 
Adam It’s not about affection…! 
 
Isobel I’m just trying to understand. 
 
Adam Why? 
 
Pause. 
 
Adam Sometimes I meet people.  If I like the look of them. 
 
Isobel Men or women? 
 
Adam Why are you asking? 
 
Isobel My son died last month.  He took a cyanide pill.  On this website. 
 
Adam Oh. 
 
Isobel He left a message first.  The message read: “I’m going Inside.”  I don’t know what that 
means. 
 
Pause.  Adam realises. 
 
Adam Was his name David? 
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Isobel is shocked. 
 
Isobel …Yes, it was.  David Sergeant.  How did you—? 
 
Adam pushes a button. 
 
Adam Next. 
 
Isobel Wait—! 
 
Adam disappears.  Isobel stares at her screen. 
 
 
 
 
14. 
 
 
Lights change as the ballroom music from Scene 1 begins to play.  Isobel finds herself in the 
computer lab once again. 
 
Julie rushes in.  She looks around the room. 
 
Julie Late again! 
 
Isobel What?   
 
Julie A whole 5 minutes late this time!  I’ve a mind to talk to my local member. 
 
Isobel Where am I? 
 
Lesley enters with her whiteboard, with Pippa behind her. 
 
Lesley Good morning ladies! 
 
Isobel Oh, not again! 
 
Lesley Please take your seats. 
 
Isobel I know how to use Machina now!  
 
Lesley Yes but now you need the update! 
 
Isobel What update? 
 
Julie There’s always an update.  The updates don’t stop! 
 
Lesley We’ll talk you through the changes.   
 
Pippa They’ve basically renavigated the entire interface with a series of superior algorithms. 
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Julie (about Pippa) She’s learnt fast hasn’t she. 
 
Isobel But I don’t want any more changes!  I’ve just got used to the old ones! 
 
Lesley You’ll like these changes.  We promise!  Click “I agree to the terms and conditions.” 
 
Pippa and Julie  I agree to the terms and conditions. 
 
Isobel (sighs) I agree— 
 
Lesley Update downloading.  Please dance. 
 
Isobel Please dance? 
 
The ballroom music grows louder as Julie and Pippa begin to dance with each other.  Sergeant 
enters, along with the Ballroom Dancer, who dances with Lesley. 
 
Isobel Sergeant! 
 
Sergeant  How about it, little mouse. 
 
They begin to dance.  A slow waltz.  The others follow suit. 
 
Isobel  Why am I always this old in my dreams?  You never seem to age at all. 
 
Sergeant  I’m heading up north in the morning. 
 
Isobel You were always heading up north. 
 
Sergeant  Tell the kids I’ll be back on the weekend. 
 
Isobel Sweetest liar I ever met. 
 
Sergeant I’ll be gone at first light. 
 
Isobel I often wonder what you’d look like now. 
 
Sergeant  You won’t hear a sound. 
 
Isobel I’ll be shopping and I’ll see these grey-haired men at the barber’s, or on a foot stool 
outside the chemist’s.   Patiently waiting for their witless wives. 
 
Sergeant  I’ll come back for you. 
 
Isobel No you won’t, Sergeant. 
 
Sergeant  My little mouse. 
 
Isobel Did you love me that night?   
 
Sergeant  I’m heading up north in the morning. 
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Isobel Did you think of me at all?   
 
Sergeant  You won’t hear a sound. 
 
Isobel Did you at least think of them?  Of Amanda?  Of David?  
 
Sergeant  Like father, like son. 
 
Sergeant kisses Isobel’s hand.  The sound of a gunshot, off.   
 
Sergeant exits.  All dancing stops.  A moment. 
 
Lesley (brightly) Update complete!  Are you all right, Mrs Sergeant?   
 
Isobel What?  What?  No. 
 
Pippa Mrs Sergeant? 
 
Julie Mrs Sergeant? 
 
The Ballroom Dancer strides up to her. 
 
Dancer Mrs Sergeant, are you with us? 
 
Lights change. 
 
 
 
 
15. 
 
 
Isobel suddenly finds herself seated in a solicitors office.  Morning. 
 
The Dancer is now Scott, who stands opposite her, in a suit and tie.  He holds a file.   
 
Scott Mrs Sergeant?  I said good morning. 
 
Isobel (briefly disoriented) Oh.  Good morning.  Who are—? 
 
Scott I’m Scott Bailey.  I’m a junior clerk here at the firm. 
 
Isobel You’re a child. 
 
Scott Graduate.  I’m new.  
 
Isobel They sent me a child. 
 
Scott There wasn’t anyone else who could see you at such short notice.  You met with someone 
here last month? 
 
Isobel Yes I did.  But I don’t think I was in the best state of mind. 
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Scott Was there…something in particular? 
 
Isobel May I see? 
 
Scott hands her the file. 
 
Scott I haven’t been briefed on the case. 
 
Isobel My son. 
 
Scott I’m sorry. 
 
Isobel reads. 
 
Scott How old was he? 
 
Isobel looks up. 
 
Scott I shouldn’t have asked that. 
 
Isobel He was 34. 
 
She goes back to the file. 
 
Scott Which section were you after? 
 
Isobel His bequest, his bequest. 
 
Scott That’s section 5.  
 
Isobel finds it. 
 
Isobel See this.  I don’t understand this. 
 
Scott Which part? 
 
Isobel It says his estate goes to M C and Affiliates.  What are M C and Affiliates? 
 
Scott Oh.  It’s a web company. 
 
Isobel A website? 
 
Scott Trading as Machina Corporation. 
 
Isobel David left his estate to Machina? 
 
Scott  (realising) His name was David… 
 
Isobel Did you know him? 
 
Scott No. 
Posthuman Drama – Richard Jordan 129 
 
Isobel Then why—? 
 
Scott Must have been the news.  
 
Isobel Why would he leave his estate to Machina? 
 
Scott I’m not at liberty to say. 
 
Isobel Do you know something? 
 
Scott I’m not at liberty to say. 
 
A moment. 
 
Isobel Something’s not right.  Something’s not right at all.   
 
Scott These arrangements can be very…difficult. 
 
Isobel What arrangements? 
 
Scott Any.  Any arrangements. 
 
Isobel I can see you’re not going to help me.  But I think I know someone who can. 
 
Isobel hands Scott back the file, and collects her things.  She makes to leave.  Scott can no longer 
hold himself back. 
 
Scott Listen I just wanted to say.  At least he’s in the cloud now. 
 
Isobel Thank you. 
 
She goes to leave, turns back. 
 
Isobel What did you say? 
 
 
 
 
16. 
 
 
Amanda and Hannah in dressing gowns.  Morning. 
 
Amanda OK then.  What about this? 
 
Hannah You’re going to do one for me? 
 
Amanda Your movie needs a protagonist.  How about me?  Well not me.  The ideal me. 
 
Hannah OK then.  Her name’s…Lisa. 
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Amanda Lisa? 
 
Hannah Or—? 
 
Amanda Jessica.  Jessica Ashford. 
 
Hannah OK.  And she’s a- 
 
Amanda Hypnotherapist! 
 
Hannah Interesting…!  She’s 35? 
 
Amanda Can we shave a few years off? 
 
Hannah Fine.  She’s 28.  What else? 
 
Amanda She’s into Dad music.  She doesn’t have one but she compensates. 
 
Hannah Good…! 
 
Amanda What else does she need? 
 
Hannah She needs internal conflict. 
 
Amanda OK. So she hypnotises people, but…she can’t be hypnotised herself! 
 
Hannah Love it! 
 
Amanda  She’s a wanderer.  She’s had a thousand jobs.  This is her most recent. 
 
Hannah Did she have to do training? 
 
Amanda In America.  That’s where she met her ex. 
 
Hannah She has an ex, now? 
 
Amanda But he broke her heart in ten different ways. 
 
Hannah So now she looks into other people… 
 
Amanda To avoid looking into herself…! 
 
Beat. 
 
Hannah You’re good at this. 
 
Amanda Thanks.  We do it at work. 
 
Hannah You make people up? 
 
Amanda Sure, it’s called profiling.  We take data from various sources to create the ideal 
consumer. 
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Hannah Wow.  Really? 
 
Amanda Yeah we raid Machina images, the whole bit.  You just make these cyborg creations out 
of nothing.  Bits of her, bits of him.  Actually in my report this month, weirdly.  We 
called her Hannah. 
 
Hannah Should I be flattered? 
 
Amanda I’m not sure. 
 
Pause. 
 
Hannah Do you have to call home? 
 
Amanda looks across the stage to see a light appear on Isobel, who is working on David’s 
laptop.  She watches her for a few moments.   
 
Amanda turns back to Hannah. 
 
Amanda  No.  Why? 
 
Hannah  Just checking. (shrugs) So what do you want to get up to? 
 
Amanda Why don’t you tell me? 
 
 
 
 
17. 
 
 
The pub.  Adam and Tom. 
 
Adam I guess you’ll have to update that list.  Is Scott number 101? 
 
Tom He wasn’t anything.  Yet. 
 
Adam Poor kid. 
 
Tom Poor kid?  He was a crazy. 
 
Adam How? 
 
Tom He romanticised wrong numbers.  And he started talking ‘boyfriends’ after two dates. 
 
Adam I thought that’s what you wanted?  You sat here not last week and told me that’s what 
you wanted. 
 
Tom Well sure.  After a four-date minimum. 
 
Adam So many rules. 
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Tom He rushed me.  I thought it was one thing and then— 
 
Adam This is what you do, Tom.  You make personas of these guys.  You break ‘em down, you 
send ‘em up, you tick ‘em off, then you’re done. 
 
Tom I don’t enjoy it.  You make it sound like I enjoy it. 
 
Adam It’s like you’re there but you’re not.  A third person in the room.   Sex with you was an 
“out of body experience”.  According to David. 
 
Tom Are you finished? 
 
Adam Sorry, mate.  Truth hurts. 
 
Pause. 
 
Tom Up late again?  You look rough. 
 
Adam I got chatting to this chick in Lithuania.  Her mum didn’t know she was using her laptop.   
 
Tom Charming. 
 
Adam When I saw her tits I nearly died. 
 
Tom Why are we friends? 
 
Adam Why are anyone friends? 
 
Tom Am I that much of a doormat, or do you just like the attention? 
 
Adam (amused) What’s got into you? 
 
Tom We hang out, it’s like a habit. 
 
Adam So? 
 
Tom So maybe we should break it.  For a while. 
 
Adam Calm down, princess.  You’re making a scene. 
 
Tom I’m serious. 
 
Adam You’re culling me, now.  For telling the truth? 
 
Tom David’s truth. (beat) Third person in the room?  Of course I watched myself.  If I wasn’t 
his online fantasy it never happened.  Do you know how fucked up that left me?   
 
Adam You were pretty fucked up already, mate. 
 
Tom looks at him. 
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Tom You know I think I finally get it.  You just want an admirer – it doesn’t even matter who 
it is.  David, me, it could be anybody.  As long as you can’t want them back.  You don’t 
give a shit about anyone but yourself. (beat) I think I’m done here. 
 
To Adam’s surprise, Tom gets up and exits.  Adam watches him go. 
 
 
 
 
18. 
 
 
Tom and Scott on Machina. 
 
Scott Hey. 
 
Tom Hi.  Thanks for answering. 
 
Scott (shrugs) Emoticon. 
 
Tom I was surprised I could still get through. 
 
Scott My phone reset itself and remembered you.  It felt like fate. 
 
Tom So how you been? 
 
Scott Not bad.  Just working. 
 
Tom Where? 
 
Scott You never asked. 
 
Tom I’m asking now. 
 
Scott What do you want, Tom? 
 
Tom I want to be friends. 
 
Scott I’ve got enough friends. 
 
Tom I want to say sorry. 
 
Scott OK. 
 
Tom Is that it, then?   
 
Pause. 
 
Tom Look— 
 
Scott I’ve been reading your blog. 
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Tom Oh.  Have you? 
 
Scott Why did you stop?  You were just getting going. 
 
Tom I don’t know.  I didn’t feel like it. 
 
Scott Don’t feel you have to be nice to me.  Or leave me off the list.  I’m 101.  I deserve that 
place. 
 
Tom Scott. 
 
Scott So tell me what I did to get there.  Tell me what’s wrong with me. 
 
Tom You didn’t do— 
 
Scott Tell me. 
 
Pause. 
 
Tom It’s a pattern I keep repeating.  You could have been anyone. 
 
Scott That’s funny.  I feel like anyone. 
 
Tom Can I see you again?  Please? 
 
Scott logs off. 
 
 
 
 
19. 
 
 
Hannah’s apartment.  Morning.  Amanda and Hannah are wearing each other’s clothes. 
 
Hannah Are you sure you want to do this? 
 
Amanda Yes.  Yes I am. 
 
Hannah OK.  Well the interview’s at 10. 
 
Amanda Am I late or am I early? 
 
Hannah I’m always a little early. 
 
Amanda (refers to outfit) We’re the same size. 
 
Hannah  Yeah.  Fate. 
 
Amanda And it’s on George St? 
 
Hannah (nods) 125.  Tell reception you’re there for the admin job. 
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Amanda Right.   
 
Hannah If they ask about your background… 
 
Amanda I’m 29.  Educated at…State High? 
 
Hannah Correct. 
 
Amanda My last role was with the Addictions Hotline. 
 
Hannah Just keep it vague. 
 
Amanda And I left because— 
 
Hannah You needed more of a work-life balance. 
 
Amanda Why do I want the job?  Am I a people person? 
 
Hannah God, no. 
 
Amanda A good listener? 
 
Hannah Yes. 
 
Amanda Maybe my vocation in life is to share knowledge. 
 
Hannah If you like. 
 
Beat. 
 
Hannah I faked up an ID. 
 
She hands it to her. 
 
Hannah It was fun.  Felt like I was 16 again. 
 
Amanda This is crazy. 
 
Hannah I know. 
 
Amanda I’m excited. 
 
Hannah Me too. (beat) Look, say what you like in there.  I don’t want the damn job.  Good luck. 
 
Hannah kisses her on the cheek. 
 
Amanda I’ll be back tonight? 
 
Hannah nods.  Amanda goes to leave. 
 
Amanda Oh and for the form? 
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Hannah Yeah? 
 
Amanda Am I Hannah with an ‘h’ at the end? 
 
Hannah Yeah.  With an ‘h’. 
 
She smiles at her.  Amanda exits. 
 
 
 
 
20. 
 
 
Adam and Isobel on Machina Chat. 
 
Isobel Thank you for answering. 
 
Adam You weren’t going to stop. 
 
Isobel Still.  You didn’t have to. 
 
Adam So what do you want to know? 
 
Isobel Why are you helping me? 
 
Adam Does it matter? 
 
Isobel You said once I remind you of someone.   
 
Adam So? 
 
Isobel Do you talk to her? 
 
Adam Why do you care? 
 
Isobel I don’t know.  I’m not thinking anymore. 
 
Adam You’re not my shrink. 
 
Isobel I’m not your mother either. 
 
Adam My mother’s…special.  She’s very gifted. 
 
Isobel At what? 
 
Adam At talking shit. 
 
Isobel She’s knows you’re…? 
 
Adam She knows I’m what? 
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Isobel I know you cared for my son. 
 
Adam What does that mean?  You think I like dudes? 
 
Isobel I think you liked him. 
 
Adam Yeah as a mate. 
 
She looks at him. 
 
Adam All right it’s like this.  I went to this guy once for my back.  He said he could heal me – 
energies or some shit.  He told me it’s one thing to know something in the mind, and 
another to know it in the body.  And sometimes there’s a disconnect.  Do you know what 
I’m saying?  
 
Isobel I think so. 
 
Adam She says we’re close.  She says that.  But when she touches me I’m someone else.  
 
Pause. 
 
Isobel When did you meet David? 
 
Adam Last year.  Through Tom.  They dated for a bit.  You should be talking to him. 
 
Isobel Were you lovers? 
 
Adam laughs. 
 
Isobel Why is that funny? 
 
Adam I don’t know.  Sorry.  No.  He tried once and I stopped him. 
 
Isobel You were just friends. 
 
Adam Yeah. 
 
Isobel Was he unhappy? 
 
Adam Yeah he was.  He and Tom didn’t work out and he just used to come over. (beat) And 
like I haven’t made a new mate since high school, but.  I can tell when a person’s lost, 
right?  You can see it in their eyes.  It’s like they can’t get through to anybody. (beat) 
Fuck, I can’t tell you this online. 
 
Isobel Tell me what?   
 
Adam looks away. 
 
Isobel Tell me what? 
 
Adam I don’t want you to hate me. 
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Isobel Why would I hate you? 
 
Adam I did something bad. 
 
 
 
 
21. 
 
 
Tom and Scott, on a city street.  Scott wears his suit. 
 
Tom Thanks for coming.   
 
Scott My lunch ends in 5. 
 
Tom You look cute in that outfit. 
 
Scott Is this going to take long? 
 
Tom I wanted to make a proposition to you. 
 
Scott Who said romance was dead. 
 
Tom Look, I.  I don’t know how to do this. 
 
Scott Fuck.  Do what? 
 
Tom Have a conversation?  Have a relationship?  Any of it? 
 
Scott Oh please. 
 
Tom Honestly.  I don’t know how.   
 
Scott You’ve got 8 years on me! 
 
Tom I need you to teach me.  How it works. 
 
Scott How what works?  I don’t know a thing! 
 
Tom See I think you do.  I think you know more than you realise.  I think I used to, maybe. 
 
Scott So what, I play teacher?  Is this some kind of fantasy? 
 
Tom Look, just.  Maybe we could just take it slower.  Maybe I could.  Come round. 
 
Scott You’re fucking pathetic. 
 
Tom I know I am. 
 
Scott This isn’t who I thought you’d be.  This isn’t who you said you were. 
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Tom Maybe this is messier than that.  Maybe life is messier than that. 
 
Scott You’re lecturing me now? 
 
Tom I’m just…I’m tired of having to be fucking perfect! 
 
Scott No-one said you had to be! 
 
Tom They don’t say it but they mean it.  They want it.  They see it everywhere and then they 
want it in you.   
 
Scott Who’s “they”? 
 
Tom You scoped me out!  It wasn’t fate.  You scoped me out.  You made a decision based on 
an image. 
 
Scott You projected that image! 
 
Tom What choice did I have?  You don’t exist now unless you’re seen.  Out there.  In the 
ether.  And I’m not nothing!  I’m not.  I’m not nothing.   
 
Long pause.   
 
Scott If we did this.  It might get ugly.   
 
Tom I want ugly.  I want you. 
 
Scott …I think that’s a compliment? 
 
Tom smiles and kisses Scott. 
 
 
 
 
22. 
 
 
Hannah’s apartment.  Evening.  Hannah and Amanda are drinking champagne.  They are still 
wearing each other’s clothes. 
 
Hannah Here’s to you Miss Jacobs! 
 
Amanda I am an AMAZING Hannah. 
 
Hannah You are! 
 
Amanda Seriously, you should have seen me.  I was on fire.  School results, work history, 
favourite sport.  I was on it! 
 
Hannah What is my favourite sport? 
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Amanda It said tennis on your profile. 
 
Hannah Oh yeah.  I haven’t played in years! 
 
Amanda Well anyway.  It’ll match the data.  We’re through! 
 
Hannah What do you mean? 
 
Amanda I start Monday. 
 
Hannah bursts out laughing. 
 
Hannah You’re not though.  Seriously? 
 
Amanda I could. 
 
Hannah What about your job?  What about your life? 
 
Amanda What about it? 
 
Hannah Amanda— 
 
Amanda Isn’t this what you wanted?  I become you.  You become me.   
 
Hannah Not like this. 
 
Amanda I already know everything about you. 
 
Hannah There’s a lot more to my life than a Machina profile. 
 
Amanda gets out her phone.  Begins to read off the screen. 
 
Amanda OK then.  Let’s see. 
 
Hannah Fine.  Who was my Grade Three teacher?   
 
Amanda Mrs Sanders.  I liked her because she let me write during maths. 
 
Hannah I liked her.  Favourite animal? 
 
Amanda Neighbour’s cat.  We looked after him one summer.  We called him Bruce. 
 
Hannah Favourite place? 
 
Amanda The beach house. 
 
Hannah Favourite memory? 
 
Amanda That’s easy.  I was 23.   
 
Hannah Were you? 
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Amanda I was 23 and I’d had an endoscopy – they’d stuck a camera down me, they were looking 
for polyps.  They didn’t find any, but they’d put me to sleep, and when I woke up it was 
like I’d been dead for a hundred years.  My brother was 21 and he picked me up for some 
reason, I don’t remember why, and on the drive home he asked me if I’d like anything, 
and for some reason all I really wanted was to wash my hair.  So he said he’d do it for 
me.  And we went to the laundry, and I put my knees on the old green chair and leaned 
over the sink like I did as a child.  And as he ran his hands through my hair I felt like we 
were kids again, felt closer to him than I had in years. (beat) The next day a video came 
in the mail.  A film of my insides.  Sometimes I watch it when I’m drunk, or having a 
party.  “Come see my insides!  Come see inside of me!  Come see!”.  I always think it 
looks like someone else. 
 
Pause. 
 
Hannah …Is this you or me now? 
 
Amanda I forget. 
 
Pause. 
 
Hannah What happened to your brother? 
 
Amanda What? 
 
Hannah Where’s your brother now, Hannah? 
 
Amanda looks at her. 
 
Amanda He.  He died.  He’s dead. 
 
Hannah How did he die? 
 
Amanda He was eaten away.  From the inside. 
 
Hannah Did you find his body? 
 
Amanda Yes I did. 
 
Hannah How did that make you feel? 
 
Amanda Why are you asking me this? 
 
Hannah How did that make you feel? 
 
Pause. 
 
Amanda I didn’t feel anything.  I mean.  I watched myself call the police.  I watched myself speak 
very calmly to the operator.  I watched myself call my mother.  And then.  And then I 
turned away. 
 
Hannah No. 
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Amanda No? 
 
Hannah That’s not what happened.   
 
Amanda That is what happened. 
 
Hannah There were nurses screaming. 
 
Amanda There was no one around. 
 
Hannah There was blood, there was panic— 
 
Amanda There was just his body. 
 
Hannah There had to be something.  
 
Amanda There was just his face. 
 
Hannah I couldn’t look at his face.  He was talking to me, I couldn’t look at his face!  Why 
couldn’t I look at his face? 
 
Amanda Whose face?  Who are you talking about? 
 
Hannah How do I do this?  I was 23!  You have to tell me how to feel! 
 
A moment. 
 
Amanda Where am I? 
 
Hannah You’re in my house. 
 
Amanda Why am I wearing your clothes? 
 
Hannah They’re your clothes, Hannah. 
 
Amanda My name’s Amanda. 
 
Amanda starts to undress. 
 
Amanda I need to go home. 
 
 
 
 
23. 
 
 
Adam and Isobel at a train station.  They look at each other. 
 
Isobel You’re taller. 
 
Adam You’re paler. 
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Isobel Can we go somewhere else? 
 
Adam Someone might hear us. 
 
Isobel I feel dizzy.  I feel very nauseous. 
 
Adam Why? 
 
Isobel Because I’ve thought about it.  I spent all night thinking about it and I know what you’re 
going to say.   
 
Adam Do you? 
 
Isobel And part of me doesn’t want to hear it.  Part of me’s grown fond of you. 
 
Adam Which part of you wants to know? 
 
Isobel Did you buy the pill? 
 
Adam What? 
 
Isobel He asked for your help and you did it? 
 
Adam I never bought him anything, I swear! 
 
Isobel Well then what? 
 
Adam …I planted an idea.   
 
Isobel To kill himself? 
 
Adam To be free. 
 
Pause. 
 
Adam Machina’s about information, right?  That’s the point.  That’s it’s purpose.  It wants to be 
the most powerful computer network in the world.  
 
Isobel OK. 
 
Adam But there’s one thing that’s smarter than a computer.  Still. 
 
Isobel I don’t follow. 
 
Adam Going Inside is the future of Machina.  We’ve been in trials for a year now.  It’s a process 
by which a user— 
 
Isobel A person? 
 
Adam A person uploads their brain – their consciousness, if you like – onto a computer chip, 
which then connects up with the network. 
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Isobel What are you saying?  He swallowed poison! 
 
Adam It looks like that, yes.  The upload sends the body into a kind of toxic shock.  When it’s 
over your heart stops beating. 
 
Isobel This is real? 
 
Adam This is real. 
 
Isobel Why would anyone do that? 
 
Adam Machina gets to expand its data, and the user has no more need for a body.  Or for anyone 
else. 
 
Isobel So he’s alive, is that what you’re telling me? 
 
Adam His body is dead.   
 
Isobel But his brain, his mind—? 
 
Adam Depends what you believe. 
 
Isobel Can I contact him?  Can we talk to him? 
 
Adam When you go inside you become one with your data.  It’s a pure informational state.  
Even if it worked he wouldn’t be himself.  He wouldn’t be any self. 
 
Isobel I don’t know how to process this. 
 
Adam It’s a headfuck, I know. 
 
Isobel Why isn’t this public?  Why wasn’t I told? 
 
Adam He didn’t want to upset you. 
 
Isobel What am I, a child?  Poor stupid mother who can’t use a computer! 
 
Adam We don’t even know if it’s worked! 
 
Pause.  Isobel looks Adam in the eye. 
 
Isobel I need you to tell me the truth. 
 
Adam I’m telling you the truth. 
 
Isobel Is he on there, or isn’t he?   
 
Adam Like I said.  We don’t know. 
 
Isobel But you.  What do you think? (beat) What do you feel? 
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Adam meets Isobel’s gaze.  Long pause. 
 
Adam I think he is.   I think…he’s been trying to get in touch. 
 
Blackout. 
 
 
 
 
24.  
 
 
The stage dissolves into a dreamscape.   
 
Isobel is now in a room full of laptops, as in Scene 1.  Slow, reverential music begins to play, 
perhaps strings, perhaps an organ.  A distinctly ghostly atmosphere. 
 
Lesley, Julie, Pippa, Sergeant and the Ballroom Dancer enter in a slow march, each carrying a 
candle.  Isobel stands back to observe them. 
 
All (except Isobel) Spirits of Machina, move among us. 
 We summon you!  Visit upon us! 
 Spirits of Machina, move among us. 
 We summon you!  Visit upon us! 
 
As the group chants they place the candles in front of David’s laptop, and come to stand in a circle 
around it. 
 
Isobel Excuse me, is this the computer class? 
 
All (except Isobel) Spirits of Machina, move among us! 
 We summon you!  Visit upon us! 
 
Isobel Because I may have missed a lesson or two— 
 
All (except Isobel) Spirits of Machina, move among us! 
 We summon you!  Visit upon us! 
 
After a few moments, strange sounds begin to occur, hollow and muffled, as though they were 
locked behind a doorway: strings, wind, rock music, phone conversations, radio static, 
advertisements, police reports.  The sounds grow louder and overwhelm the room, as the group, 
still holding hands, looks above them, expectant. 
 
Gradually the voices fade from the soundscape and channel exclusively through the group, who 
recite them as though they were media devices themselves – all except for Isobel, who watches, 
perplexed. 
 
Pippa Man down on Canterbury Road— 
 
Dancer Nine people are dead in a shooting in Texas— 
 
Lesley The freedom to live without bladder control problems— 
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Sergeant  My mum has this saying, it’s a Nordic expression— 
 
Isobel What?  What are you saying? 
 
Julie Yes, yes, give me that big fat cock— 
 
Pippa The Dow Jones was steady in morning trade— 
 
Sergeant  Jason is looking forward to the weekend— 
 
Lesley Jesus is Lord— 
 
Isobel Can nobody hear me? 
 
Dancer How to disappear completely and never be found— 
 
Julie A family company for 100 years— 
 
Pippa  He’s not moving.  There’s blood everywhere.  He’s not moving!— 
 
Isobel I feel someone’s here. 
 
Sergeant Pumpkin scone recipes— 
 
Dancer Local Mom makes $200 a day— 
 
Lesley How do you know if you have herpes?— 
 
Isobel David are you with us? 
 
Julie With no disrespect to the office of Pope— 
 
Dancer What’s striking about the film is— 
 
Pippa 9/11 it’s the devil it’s the water it’s the freemasons— 
 
Isobel David are you there? 
 
Sergeant Network Error 317— 
 
Lesley The court heard it was premeditated in every sense— 
 
Dancer What is her problem?  I told her very clearly— 
 
Isobel David if you can hear me, please give me a sign!  
 
Julie Session times loading.  Please wait— 
 
The group falls silent.  
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After a few moments, an amber light begins to flash slowly above their heads.  It grows light then 
dark, light then dark, reminiscent of a sleeping computer.  
 
Isobel David?   
 
Isobel steps towards it.  It is hypnotic.  A few moments. 
 
Isobel David… 
 
Isobel stares at the light. 
 
 
 
 
25. 
 
 
The light shines brighter suddenly, revealing David’s old bedroom.  Evening. 
 
Isobel now sits on the bed, with David’s closed laptop beside her.  Amanda stands in the doorway.  
She is back in her own clothes. 
 
Amanda Where have you been? 
 
Isobel turns around. 
 
Isobel What? 
 
Amanda You don’t answer the phone, you don’t answer your messages, I thought something had 
happened— 
 
She notices her properly. 
 
Amanda Are you OK? 
 
Pause. 
 
Isobel I needed to be on my own. 
 
Amanda Has something happened? 
 
Isobel is silent. 
 
Amanda Mum? 
 
Isobel Where did you stay?   
 
Amanda It doesn’t matter.  I made a friend.  I think. 
 
Isobel I know about David. 
 
They stare at each other.  Pause. 
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Isobel (quietly) Why did you lie to me? 
 
Amanda I told you the truth.   
 
Isobel Why did you lie? 
  
Amanda …Because I wanted to protect you. 
 
Isobel I don’t need protecting.  Why does everyone assume I need protecting? 
 
Amanda Because Going Inside is a sham!  It’s snake oil!  It’s for people who can’t face the world 
we actually live in! 
 
Isobel And what world do we actually live in?  The one we see or the one we believe?  I know 
it’s a sham!   
 
Amanda You do? 
 
Isobel But don’t you think I deserved to make that judgement? 
 
Amanda If it’s not real then what difference does it make? 
 
Isobel It makes all the difference in the world!  It means he believed he was going somewhere 
pure.  Real or not, he believed that!   
 
Amanda So? 
 
Isobel So it means he still loved us! 
 
Amanda How can you know that? 
 
Isobel Have you looked at his profile?  Our photos are everywhere!  Memories stretching back 
30 years!  Your father, your childhood, the beach house—  
 
Amanda Are you saying he wanted to live in his memory? 
 
Isobel Something like it, yes! 
 
Amanda And what kind of life is that?  A life without a body?  Without people?  
 
Isobel Without pain!   Haven’t you ever wanted that? 
 
Pause. 
 
Isobel I forgive him, Amanda. 
 
Amanda looks at her. 
 
Amanda Well I don’t.  I don’t forgive him.  And I can’t forgive you.  Because you’ve always been 
just like him – you disappear inside yourself and you shut me out!  And in doing that you 
tell me that I’m nothing!  Other people exist! 
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Isobel I know they exist!     
 
Amanda Do you?  Do you understand that my life is real?  That it’s just as real as yours?  I don’t 
want to run away from my pain anymore!  I want to feel like I’m actually alive!  Because 
since David died you’ve barely looked at me!  I need to know that you see me, that I 
exist, that I’m not some virtual illusion!  Do you see me, Mum?  Do you?  Do you see 
me?  Tell me! 
 
Pause.   
 
Isobel takes a step towards Amanda. 
 
Isobel …Yes I do, love. 
 
She takes her hand.  Pause. 
 
Isobel I see you. 
 
They stare at each other. 
 
Blackout. 
 
END OF PLAY 
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Scenes: 
 
 
Characters: 
1. At the Tone A, B, C, D 
 
2. Computers for Beginners  
 
 
Isobel, 60s  
Lesley, 40s 
Julie, 40s 
Phillip, 40s  
Sergeant, 20s  
 
3. xxx  
 
Karen, 20s  
4. Sean “Likes” This  
 
Sean, Early 20s  
Mike, Mid 20s  
 
5. Machina  
 
Karen, 20s 
Amanda, 20s  
 
6. History  
 
A, B, C, D 
 
7. Checked In  
 
Tabitha, 70s 
Genevieve, 40s  
 
8. Sophie 2.0  
 
Sophie, 30s 
Liz, 30s 
 
9. Behind the Sun 
 
Woman, 30s 
Man, 60s 
 
10. iCan Haz Breakdown?   
 
Kate, Late 20s  
Thomas, 30s  
Girl, Late 20s 
Headless Torso, 30s  
 
11. Father’s Day  A, B, C, D 
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1.  At the Tone 
 
 
A, B, C, and D. 
 
A At the tone 
 
B You will feel 
 
C Pleasure 
 
D Press 1 for 
 
A More pleasure. 
 
B Press 2 for 
 
C Increased resistance 
 
D Press 3 for 
 
A Loss of acquaintance 
 
B Press 4 for 
 
C Stubbing your toe 
 
D Press 5 for 
 
A Inebriation 
 
B Press 6 for 
 
C More meaningful conversation 
 
D Press 7 for 
 
A Awkward silence 
 
B Press 8 for 
 
C Your mother’s death 
 
D Press 9 for 
 
A Your sister’s grace 
 
B Press hash for 
 
C A memory  
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D You cannot 
 
A Erase. 
 
 
 
 
2.  Computers for Beginners 
 
 
A weekday morning in Marrickville town hall. 
 
Isobel, a woman in her late 60s, sits in a room full of laptops.  Ballroom music can be heard, off. 
 
Isobel They’re dancing in the next room.  I used to dance.  Debutante balls.  Masonic balls.  
Halloween balls.  What?  No.  They were every other month in those days and you’d 
stand around the wall and wait for a partner to choose you.  Or sometimes they’d give 
you one.  I had a new dress made each time.  Father used to spoil me like that.  My 
mother would disapprove but she was always an old wowser anyway.  My favourite was 
the Pride of Erin.  I’m not Irish but I wish I was.  What?  No.  Then Mr Sergeant – he was 
my husband – then Mr Sergeant came along and said “Would you like this dance?” and I 
was so flustered only the tiniest noise came out of my mouth, and after that he always 
called me his little mouse.  And we swept across the floor, and I’m sure I’m remembering 
it like a movie now, I’m sure it wasn’t like this, but it feels to me like the whole ball was 
watching us, and my light blue and white dress was spinning in an elegant circle above 
my feet.  Mr Sergeant was quite the dancer.  In his youth.  We were married here also – 
you could in those days – and I suppose that means I should feel sentimental about this 
place, but I never do.  It feels like another building now.  It’s someone else’s. 
 
Lesley, a no-nonsense woman in her 40s, appears. 
 
Lesley Mrs Sergeant? 
 
Isobel Yes? 
 
Lesley Mrs Sergeant we’re starting. 
 
Isobel Oh yes of course.  I’m listening. 
 
Two middle-aged participants, Julie and Phillip, appear and take their seats. 
 
Lesley Now today we’re going to go through the basics of computers.  Have any of you ever 
used a computer? 
 
Julie I’ve turned one on before. 
 
Phillip I’ve moved one from one side of the room to the other. 
 
Lesley Well done.  That’s a great start. 
 
Isobel I didn’t know we needed experience. 
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Lesley You’re not far behind.  You’ll catch up. 
 
Julie I’ll show you the “on” button later. 
 
Lesley We’ll get you to turn on your laptops in a moment. 
 
Phillip Laptops, mm.  Because they’re the other ones. 
 
Lesley The other ones? 
 
Julie She means they’re not the bigger ones. 
 
Lesley Yes you’ll see. 
 
Isobel What?  No. 
 
Lesley If I could have everyone’s attention, we’ll run through the basics.  Now a computer has 3 
components: a screen, a keyboard and a mouse. 
 
Isobel A mouse? 
 
Lesley Yes, a mouse. 
 
Isobel Oh, a mouse. 
 
Lesley Yes.  Now computers are useful because…? 
 
Phillip My son has one and he looks at topless ladies. 
 
Julie My niece talks to her computer.  They’re very good company, I’m told. 
 
Lesley I’m sure she doesn’t talk to her computer.  Perhaps she was skyping someone. 
 
Julie My niece is a good girl. 
 
Lesley No, I mean on the internet. 
 
Phillip (taking notes) Do we need one of those? 
 
Lesley We’re not covering the internet today.  Next lesson.  Now focussing on the board.  Your 
mouse is the most important part of the computer.  Sometimes your mouse will become a 
hand, like this.  Sometimes it will become an hourglass.  Sometimes a question mark.  
And sometimes a small African republic.  These are all normal symptoms and are nothing 
to worry about. 
 
Julie What if my mouse develops a rash? 
 
Lesley Take it back to the store straight away. 
 
Phillip Will it be put down? 
 
Lesley I’m afraid it will. 
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Phillip Oh that’s sad. 
 
Isobel What?  No. 
 
Lesley Turning our attention to the keyboard: these are the letters, these are the numbers, and 
these are the F buttons.  F buttons are special buttons, but we don’t have time to go into 
them today. 
 
Phillip (writing down) Special buttons. 
 
Julie Can you show us a few? 
 
Lesley We don’t have time. 
 
Phillip Just a few. 
 
Isobel F buttons, I see. 
 
Lesley Well all right, just quickly.  This button here is for saving.   
 
Phillip (writing) Saving. 
 
Lesley This button here is for printing.   
 
Phillip Printing. 
 
Lesley This button kills a man. 
 
A Man screams in the next room, and falls to the ground. 
 
Lesley And this button blacks out the sun. 
 
The world outside goes completely dark.  Lesley pushes the button again, and sunlight is restored. 
 
Isobel What does this button do? 
 
Isobel pushes a button.  A loud explosion.  The room shakes.  Lights flicker, etc.  All four crowd 
beneath their desks and wait until the chaos has stopped. 
 
Lesley NEVER press F12! 
 
Isobel Oh I’m sorry! 
 
Lesley That’s quite all right.  We learn through doing.  Please take your seats. 
 
The ballroom music starts up again. 
 
Lesley Now the most important thing to remember is not to be afraid of your computer.   The 
next most important thing is not to abuse your computer.  Let it finish one command 
before giving it another.  Your computer needs tender loving care.  It needs someone to 
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talk to.  It needs the touch of another sentient being, so stroke it occasionally.  Whisper 
sweet nothings to it.  Take it to the movies or a Broadway show. 
 
Isobel Mr Sergeant might get jealous. 
 
Lesley Mr Sergeant is dead. 
 
Isobel Oh.  Right you are. 
 
Phillip What do I do with a jealous computer? 
 
Julie Oh yes that happened to my neighbour.  She bought a new laptop and the old one ran 
away. 
 
Lesley That goes beyond the reach of today’s lesson.  On Thursdays we offer a counselling 
service.  Now moving on, we’ll define some technical terms. 
 
A young man – Mr Sergeant – suddenly strides into the room.  He is ignored by all but Isobel. 
 
Isobel Sergeant!  What are you doing here? 
 
Sergeant  May I have this dance? 
 
Isobel I’m not wearing the right shoes. 
 
Lesley Now does anyone know the difference between Hardware and Software? 
 
Phillip and Julie shake their heads.  Mr Sergeant and Isobel begin to dance around the room.  The 
others ignore them. 
 
Lesley Hardware is what you can touch with your hands. 
 
Sergeant  I’ve been watching you. 
 
Isobel Everyone’s staring. 
 
Lesley Run your hands along your computer now. 
 
Phillip Oh it’s so smooth, isn’t it. 
 
Julie I love how it smells. 
 
Phillip I’m going to call mine Sandra. 
 
Sergeant  My mate says you’re the prettiest girl here. 
 
Isobel Just your mate? 
 
Sergeant  Well.  He’s not wrong. 
 
Lesley Software is what’s inside the computer.  It’s what we can’t see. 
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Julie Like oxygen. 
 
Phillip Like God. 
 
Lesley Like the internet, mainly.   
 
Sergeant  Will you wait for me? 
 
Isobel Where are you going? 
 
Sergeant  I’ll come back for you. 
 
Lesley Like people who have died. 
 
Sergeant  My little mouse. 
 
Lesley In wars or at home. 
 
Isobel What?  No!  
 
Lesley Like a shot through the heart. 
 
Isobel No!  What?  No! 
 
Mr Sergeant kisses her hand, and exits. 
 
Lesley Mrs Sergeant?  Are you with us? 
 
Isobel stares off.  A moment.  Suddenly she notices Lesley. 
 
Isobel What?  Oh yes.  Of course.  I’m listening. 
 
 
 
 
3.  xxx 
 
 
Karen talks to a computer screen. 
 
Karen Hello there.  You don’t know me.  Well you do, but not very well.  I think we worked 
together once?  Some client?  I lose track.  Anyway I saw your post last night.  Which is 
unusual because you don’t post that much, do you.  More of a watcher.  But it really upset 
me.  You seemed upset.  So I clicked on your friend’s name and you were in the photo 
with him, at a party or something, and in the photo you’re posing and he’s posing and 
he’s got his fingers in the air, like a gangster.  Only not really, because there are flowery 
drapes behind you both and it looks like your nanna’s house.  But the messages go on for 
3 pages.  X’s and O’s and RIPs.  “He’s with the angels now.”  That kind of thing.  And I 
just wanted to say that I think that’s bullshit.  And you know it’s bullshit.  And they know 
it’s bullshit.  But they’re going through the motions because that’s what you do.  Because 
they’re watching themselves being watched and their brains shut down and they panic 
and they type like a 6 year-old who thinks dead people are asleep. (beat) I was going to 
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write: “I’m sorry for your loss.”  I was going to write: “Stay strong.”  But those things are 
worse somehow.  They’re worse than it happening at all.  So I deleted them and then I 
wrote that I deleted them, and now I’m telling you about it instead.  Is that more genuine? 
(beat) I trawled through the comments for a reason.  The ocean said it was a gun.  A 
newborn baby said razor blades.  And an image of a cat said “can’t believe you’d hang 
yourself babe x x x” and I was all confused about it, about what must have happened, but 
then I realised maybe it’s not about him.  Maybe it’s about them.  Maybe he could be 
anyone. (beat) Would you like to meet? 
 
 
 
 
4.  Sean “Likes” This 
 
 
Mike and Sean, a couple in their early 20s, are lying on a made bed.  Mike stares at his phone.  
Sean stares at the ceiling. 
 
Sean Did she like me? 
 
Mike Don’t know.  
 
Sean Yeah but do you reckon. 
 
Mike I told you. 
 
Sean  Yeah but as her brother.  I mean she laughed at my joke, right? 
 
Mike She’s polite.  She might have faked it. 
 
Sean I think she liked me.  I think I’m a better kind of person than you usually bring around. 
 
Mike Really. 
 
Sean She didn’t like Simon. 
 
Mike Did she say that? 
 
Sean Yeah she said he was a tosser. 
 
Mike Bitch.  He was good to her.  He used to buy her stuff.   
 
Sean She swears a lot. 
 
Mike Takes after me. 
 
Sean You mean you corrupted her. 
 
Mike Like I corrupted you? 
 
Sean No.  It’s different.  She’s just a kid. 
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Mike She’s 8.  Gotta grow up some time. 
 
Sean I still believed in Santa when I was 8! 
 
Mike  Yeah, and look where it got you. 
 
Pause. 
 
Sean Who was snoring? 
 
Mike What? 
 
Sean In the next room.  I could hear them. 
 
Mike Mum’s boyfriend.  Works nights.   
 
Sean Do you like him? 
 
Mike (sarcastic) Yes I like him.  He likes me, I like her, She likes you.  What the fuck? 
 
Sean Sorry.  (beat) I never had a sister. 
 
Mike  You’ll get over her soon enough.  Fuckin’ slag.   
 
Sean Don’t call her that. 
 
Mike  Shut up, she loves it. 
 
Sean Who you talking to? 
 
Mike Just some kid.  Grindr bullshit.  Calls himself “twinkstar”. 
 
Sean Eew.   
 
Mike I know, right? 
 
Sean How old is he? 
 
Mike Dunno.  He’s at uni.  Philosophy major.  Fuck he keeps talking to me. 
 
Sean What do you want him to do? 
 
Mike No I mean he keeps going on about this guy he’s got to write an essay on.  Some dude 
who said God doesn’t exist and we all just rot in the ground. 
 
Sean How’d you reply? 
 
Mike Cock shot. 
 
Sean Right. 
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Mike He’s hot though.  I like the nerdy ones.  I love how sex makes them uncomfortable.  
They’ve gone and read all those books and breathed in the dust from the library and they 
still get freaked out when someone brushes past them.  I like it when they’re jumpy.  I 
like it when they’ve gone out of their way to make their hair perfect but they’ve missed 
the bald spot at the back.  I like it when they’ve got big biceps but they’re starting to get a 
tummy.  I like it when they speak all proper and then they get drunk and release their 
inner bogan.  I like the crack in the façade.  It’s hot. 
 
Sean I’m getting sick. 
 
Mike  No you’re not. 
 
Sean  No I think I’m getting a cold.  This kid on the train kept sneezing on me. 
 
Mike  Poor baby. 
 
Mike moves away. 
 
Sean  You going to the shop? 
 
Mike  Later. 
 
Sean  I had a dream before. 
 
Mike  Well don’t tell me about it. 
 
Sean I dreamt I flew away from myself.  My body stayed behind on the tarmac and I was in 
First Class but I didn’t have any hands to read the paper.  Do you ever wish that 
happened? 
 
Mike No babe, you’re weird.  (looks at phone) Right I’m off. 
 
Sean That was quick. 
 
Mike  Yeah his class just finished.  I’ll be a while.  I’m taking your keys.   
 
Mike leans down to kiss Sean.   
 
Sean Can you buy me some flu meds? 
 
Mike pulls back. 
 
Mike Sure.   
 
Sean  …Have fun. 
 
Mike hesitates, leaves. 
 
Sean checks his phone.  He puts it down.  He checks his phone again.  He puts it down.  He checks 
his phone. 
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5.  Machina 
 
 
Karen (from Scene 3) sits in a café with Amanda.  Jazzy, inappropriate music.   
 
Awkward silence. 
 
Karen So how was it, then? 
 
Amanda What? 
 
Karen How was the funeral? 
 
Amanda I don’t know. 
 
Pause. 
 
Karen He um.  He seemed like a great guy. 
 
Amanda He was my best friend. 
 
Karen Sure.  Sure.  And he was funny, wasn’t he. 
 
Amanda Yeah.   He was funny. 
 
Karen I read some of his updates.  Afterwards.  They were quite witty.  And warm.  Not what I 
expected. 
 
Amanda What do you mean? 
 
Karen In the weeks leading up to it.  Just, you know.  Not what you’d think. 
 
Amanda I feel uncomfortable here. 
 
Karen That’s fair enough.  That’s completely reasonable. 
 
Pause. 
 
Amanda How do I know you? 
 
Karen It was a seminar.  I’ve thought about it and it was definitely a seminar. 
 
Amanda In…Melbourne? 
 
Karen Yes, in Melbourne.  That’s the one.  How to be a better communicator.   
 
Amanda With the woman who muffled. 
 
Karen With the woman who muffled, right!  Irony central.  And we did that exercise together. 
 
Amanda Exercise? 
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Karen Yeah it was an imaginary marketing campaign.  For dog toothpaste.  We were pretty 
good. 
 
Amanda Did we win? 
 
Karen Second. 
 
Amanda Second.  That’s right. 
 
Karen Yeah.  They were good times. (Pause)  But.  But these are bad times.  Aren’t they. 
 
Amanda (uncertain) …Yes. 
 
Karen And I guess I just wanted to meet you here today to tell you that…I’m here for you. 
 
Amanda Here for me? 
 
Karen Yes.  I’m here.  For you. 
 
Amanda Is this an AA thing? 
 
Karen No!  No.  I’m just.  Connecting. 
 
Amanda You’re connecting. 
 
Karen Yes.  We’re making a connection.  Here. 
 
Amanda looks at her. 
 
Amanda …I’d rather not. 
 
Karen You’d rather-? 
 
Amanda I’d rather not make a connection with a stranger about my dead friend.  Is that OK? 
 
Karen Oh.  OK.  (beat)  So-? 
 
Amanda So I don’t know why I’m here if that’s what you’re asking.  I’m not myself at the 
moment, I’m really quite…scattered, and.  And I was driving here and I was determined 
not to come but then.  It’s like he blew me apart and I don’t want to be put back together.  
 
Pause.   
 
Amanda What are you doing tonight? 
 
Karen Oh I’m.  Just going to get a pizza.  Watch Rafters. 
 
Amanda Do you mind if I come with you? 
 
Karen No.  Not at all. 
 
Amanda Good.  Let’s do that then.  Good. 
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6.  History 
 
 
A, B, C and D. 
 
A First I Googled myself. 
 
B Then I checked the weather 
 
C Then I checked my emails 
 
D Then I pressed “New Message” 
 
A Then I started playing an Artist 
 
B TM 
 
A On iTunes 
 
B Then I opened a new tab 
 
C Then I read three reviews of the Artist’s 
 
B TM 
 
C New single 
 
D (Which I am listening to) 
 
A Then I laughed and rolled my eyes  
 
B At the user comments 
 
C Then I read about 9/11 
 
D Then I read about a car crashing into someone’s house on Illawarra Road 
 
A Then I watched a video of a dancing giraffe 
 
B Then I watched a porn film 
 
C Then I shopped for my mother’s birthday 
 
D Then I read an interview with the Artist 
 
B TM 
 
D From 2005 
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A Then I searched for twitter results of the Artist’s  
 
B TM 
 
A Concert happening in New York RIGHT NOW 
 
B Then Google had 0 results 
 
C Then my iTunes stopped 
 
D Then I forgot 
 
A What I came on for. 
 
 
 
 
7.  Checked In 
 
 
A hospital ward, Camperdown.  Morning. 
 
Tabitha, a woman in her 70s, lies in bed with a drip feed.  Her middle-aged daughter, Genevieve, 
stares out the window, dressed in corporate attire. 
 
Tabitha What day is it? 
 
Genevieve It’s Friday. 
 
Tabitha What? 
 
Genevieve I said it’s Friday. 
 
Tabitha Oh.  Am I here? 
 
Genevieve Yes you’re here. 
 
Tabitha I dreamt I died. 
 
Genevieve Well you didn’t. 
 
Tabitha I dreamt you died. 
 
Genevieve It’s a beautiful day. 
 
Tabitha I dreamt we were driving out past the mountains and into the desert and into the sea.  
I dreamt that we drove right into the ocean.  I dreamt I saw coral fish eating your 
face. 
 
Genevieve Dreams are funny things and very seldom true. 
 
Pause. 
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Tabitha I feel nauseous. 
 
Genevieve It’s just the drugs wearing off.  You had a bad fall. 
 
Tabitha Where did I fall? 
 
Genevieve On the steps at home.  The neighbours found you.  The neighbours  you never talk 
to. 
 
Tabitha I talk to them sometimes.  Mrs Heathmont has psoriasis.  
 
Genevieve The other ones out the back. 
 
Tabitha The Mossies? 
 
Genevieve The Lebanese family with the Labrador, yes.  The dog sniffed you out.  You’d been 
unconscious for hours. 
 
Tabitha Who told you all this? 
 
Genevieve The nurses. 
 
Tabitha Can I speak to them? 
 
Genevieve When you’re better. 
 
Pause. 
 
Tabitha Did you cry when they called you? 
 
Genevieve Cry? 
 
Tabitha Yes.  When they called you. 
 
Genevieve I was shocked.  I didn’t cry. 
 
Tabitha I thought you might have cried for your poor old mother.  Alone on the steps.  
Sniffed at by dogs. 
 
Genevieve You’re being dramatic.  The dog smelt the brandy. 
 
Tabitha Brandy? 
 
Genevieve On your breath.  You’d been drinking. 
 
Tabitha I most certainly had not.  You take that back. 
 
Genevieve You’d been drinking and you were climbing the stairs.  They ran a blood test.  
There’s no use pretending. 
 
Tabitha They got the samples mixed up.  It happens all the time. 
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Genevieve If this is some perverse attempt at a “cry for help” you’ve picked the wrong week.  
The board are giving me hell and my staff are too stupid to breathe oxygen properly.  
So as usual it’s down to me.  I’ve been working 18 hour days and the last thing I 
need is to rescue my drunken mother from the hospital. 
 
Tabitha I am not a drunk! 
 
Genevieve Exactly!  This was all a stunt.  You should have been an actress.  Dad always said it. 
 
Tabitha It’s Friday. 
 
Genevieve Yes it’s Friday.  I’ve called in sick. 
 
Tabitha Sick with worry.  I’m sorry. (beat)  Is Raymond here? 
 
Genevieve He’s at school of course. 
 
Tabitha I thought you might have brought him.  To see his doddering old grandma.  It’s 
funny the things you turn into.  He laughs at me.  He thinks I’m funny.  I suppose I 
am. 
 
Genevieve Look, if you’re lonely or you need a hobby, or you want to move, just say so.  
There’s no need to go making a big drama out of everything. (beat) Who were you 
drinking with? 
 
Tabitha A beau. 
 
Genevieve A beau? 
 
Tabitha His name’s Edward and he’s very charming and you wouldn’t understand. 
 
Genevieve Why wouldn’t I understand? 
 
Tabitha Because people my age aren’t supposed to have love lives.  We’re supposed to sit in 
a museum and be visited once a week. 
 
Genevieve You shouldn’t drink, and you know that.  Does he know that?  I guess he doesn’t.  
And where did you two meet anyway?  Petersham RSL? 
 
Tabitha Are you talking to me or a fictional character?  I may have white hair and wrinkles 
darling but I’m still here.  I’m still me. 
 
Genevieve Well? 
 
Tabitha I met him online. 
 
Genevieve Online? 
 
Tabitha You bought me the thing! 
 
Genevieve I thought you’d download cake recipes, not flirt with geriatrics! 
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Tabitha It’s quite fun, really.  I put up my most flattering picture, and watch the messages 
roll in…! 
 
Genevieve Which picture? 
 
Tabitha Wedding day. 
 
Genevieve Oh God. (thinks) What, with Dad cropped out? 
 
Tabitha Of course not!  What do you think I am? 
 
Genevieve And it doesn’t put them off? 
 
Tabitha It’s my life.  I’m not about to pretend it wasn’t. 
 
Genevieve I think you’re missing the point of the internet… 
 
Tabitha I think you’re single and bitter. (beat) Sorry.  (beat) Have you talked to your 
brother? 
 
Genevieve Yes.   
 
Tabitha And? 
 
Genevieve And Jack says hi. 
 
Tabitha What about Simon? 
 
Genevieve That was the last one. 
 
Tabitha I liked Simon. 
 
Genevieve I liked Simon. 
 
Tabitha So when’s Pete coming? 
 
Genevieve Tomorrow, but- 
 
Tabitha Good.  I’ll ask to stay another night. 
 
Genevieve It’s not a hotel! 
 
Tabitha There is no point in being a patient unless people can see you being a patient...! 
 
Genevieve I’m checking you out.  You’re perfectly fine. 
 
Tabitha You’ll do no such thing.  Pete’s hardly ever up and I want to be doted on. 
 
Genevieve sighs. 
 
Genevieve Fine.  I’ve got to get back. 
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Tabitha You’ve got the day off. 
 
Genevieve I mean back to my life. 
 
Tabitha This is your life, darling.  I’m your life…! 
 
Genevieve No.  (beat)  I’m glad you’re up.  You gave us a fright. 
 
Genevieve kisses Tabitha on the forehead and goes to leave. 
 
Tabitha I’m never going to win, am I.  I’m never going to be him. 
 
Genevieve Don’t. 
 
Tabitha You don’t have to pretend you were frightened for me.  I’m the actress, you know, 
and you’re not very good. 
 
Genevieve looks at her. 
 
Genevieve Get some rest. 
 
Genevieve exits. 
 
 
 
 
8.  Sophie 2.0 
 
 
A café in Enmore.  Liz and Sophie. 
 
Sophie He keeps reading himself into things.  I could be talking about West Africa or toothpaste 
or the Renaissance and he’d still find a connection. 
 
Liz That’s pathetic. 
 
Sophie It is pathetic.  Not to mention predictable.  Out of everyone I know. 
 
Liz Vaguely know. 
 
Sophie Out of everyone I vaguely know he’s the one person who would act like this.  Like he’s 
waiting for me to trip up and mention his football team, or his suburb, or his shampoo 
brand, just so he can point the finger and say:  See?  Your subconscious!  I’m in your 
subconscious!  Seriously, I’m losing sleep. 
 
Liz You need to delete him. 
 
Sophie It can’t be that drastic. 
 
Liz Of course it’s that drastic! 
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Sophie OK, fine, so what do I say at the Christmas party?  Tell him my mouse button slipped? 
 
Liz If he’s polite he won’t mention it. 
 
Sophie He’s not polite. 
 
Liz If he’s sober he won’t mention it. 
 
Sophie It’s a Christmas party! 
 
Liz Well in that case you don’t have a choice then, do you.  You’ll just have to split your 
profile in half.  Create Sophie 2.0 and migrate all the idiots over.  They’ll never notice a 
thing. 
 
Sophie You can do that? 
 
Liz I’ve done it myself. 
 
Sophie I didn’t know you could do that. 
 
Liz Best thing I ever did. 
 
Sophie So am I friends with your real profile or your fake one? 
 
Liz Real one, of course! 
 
Sophie Not that it matters. 
 
Liz Of course it doesn’t matter.   
 
Sophie No. 
 
Liz But you are. 
 
Sophie Aww thanks. (thinks) Would I have to maintain it? 
 
Liz Not really.  You’d be surprised.  It’s like owning a cactus.  They’ll just think you’ve gone 
quiet.  Either that or you can supply an automated list of updates.  Fridays are “TGIF”, 
obviously.  Mondays are “Where did the weekend go?”.  Mid February is “I Hate 
Valentine’s Day”, et cetera.  The thing writes itself. 
 
Sophie What about Mum? 
 
Liz You could migrate your Mum. 
 
Sophie I keep ignoring her friend requests. 
 
Liz What are you, a monster?   
 
Sophie I’m so ashamed. 
 
Liz So here’s your solution. 
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Sophie It is very tempting. 
 
Liz And the best part’s the cash. 
 
Sophie The cash? 
 
Liz Uh huh.  Best thing I ever did. 
 
Sophie Who pays you?   
 
Liz Advertisers, obviously.  To mention their stuff. 
 
Sophie People do this? 
 
Liz I’ll sign you up. 
 
Sophie On your real one or fake one? 
 
Liz Fake one, of course.  Real would be tacky. 
 
Sophie What if people get suspicious?   
 
Liz So you make it subtle.  You don’t say: “Let’s all buy an icy cold can of Coke”.  You say: 
“Sophie is drinking a Coke.”  It’s not a sale, it’s an idea.  You’re just planting an idea.  If 
Sophie is drinking a Coke, why don’t I drink a Coke?  And so on. 
 
Sophie That seems kind of evil. 
 
Liz Fake friends, remember?  I’ll get you signed up.  Best thing I ever did. 
 
Sophie So you keep saying.   
 
Liz I’ll text you the details.  I should probably dash. 
 
Sophie Just one more thing. 
 
Liz Can you message me later? 
 
Sophie Are you on a commission here? 
 
Liz falters, smiles. 
 
Liz I’m not selling anything.  It’s just an idea.   
 
Sophie So you are on commission! 
 
Liz An idea for you to make some serious cash!  Is that such a horrible thing? 
 
Sophie This is absurd.  Do you hear yourself? 
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Liz Look.  I didn’t have to choose you, Sophie.  I could have chosen anyone.  Lisa, Tanya.  
Even whatsisname!  But I chose you.  I chose you out of everyone I know to receive this 
once in a lifetime offer plus free shipping. 
 
Sophie Well maybe I’m being...  Plus free what? 
 
Liz Anyway, thank you.  I accept your apology.  I’m not one to hold grudges. 
 
Liz kisses her on the cheek. 
 
Liz That’s what friends are for, right?   
 
Liz winks at her and exits.  Sophie wipes her cheek. 
 
 
 
 
9.  Behind the Sun 
 
 
A Woman and a Man. 
 
Woman I’m on a beach. 
 
Man You’re on a beach. 
 
Woman It’s warm. 
 
Man No it isn’t. 
 
Woman Yes it is.  The sun laps at my back and the seagulls circle. 
 
Man The waves crash down.  Storm clouds gather. 
 
Woman And then dissipate. 
 
Man And then reform. 
 
Woman And then I see someone. 
 
Man A man? 
 
Woman A woman. 
 
Man It’s a man.  He’s walking towards you. 
 
Woman It’s a woman.  I can’t see her face. 
 
Man It’s a man who knows your name. 
 
Woman It’s a woman and she’s walking towards me. 
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Man The man is wearing black. 
 
Woman The woman is wearing a white sarong and she looks like my mother when she was 
young.  Before I knew her.  Before she knew me. 
 
Man The man takes off his jacket. 
 
Woman She gives me her hand.   
 
Man He has a large scar. 
 
Woman She smiles at me gently. 
 
Man He points at the scar.  It’s over his heart.  He leans in close and he whispers: “You did 
this.” 
 
Pause. 
 
Woman The sun is setting. 
 
Man The wind blows a gale. 
 
Woman The peace of the day surrounds us. 
 
Man You start to run. 
 
Woman We stroll by the shore. 
 
Man He’s chasing you. 
 
Woman I want to hold her. 
 
Man He wants to hurt you. 
 
Woman I want to tell her it’s all OK. 
 
Man He’s gaining on you.  You can feel the sand from his shoes on your ankles. 
 
Woman But I hold myself back. 
 
Man He wrestles you down. 
 
Woman And I stare out to sea. 
 
Man And he takes out a knife. 
 
Woman And when I open my eyes I’m awake.  I’m awake in my bed and I’m 10 years old. 
 
Man And when you wake up you’re drowning in sweat.  And a man rolls over and pulls you 
in. 
   
Woman And I look in the mirror and I see her face. 
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Man And that face.  That face is his.  And he’s holding you down.  He’s holding you down in 
your bed and he’s saying I’ve got you.  I’ve got you. 
 
Pause. 
 
Man You know why you’re here. 
 
Woman I know why I’m here. 
 
Man You’re here because you’ve split yourself in two.   
 
Woman I’m here because sometimes I look at my house like a private investigator.  Searching for 
clues as to why I’m not there.  I study my pantry and my posters on the wall, my iPod and 
the song I was listening to, my phone and the last call I made.  All these objects.  
Surrounded by objects.  And they seem familiar but they’re someone else’s.  In fact I’m 
certain they are.  Every single one of these objects exist, individually, in other people’s 
houses, bought from the same stores and ordered from the same sites.  Transactions.  
Signals.  Codes.  And the more I stare, the more this house becomes an illusion.  A 
hologram.  An art director’s field day.  These books carefully selected, those cushions 
chosen in that colour.  And the clothes.  The clothes just hang there looking vaguely 
ridiculous.  Old skins slowly growing out of shape.  And I stare at the clothes and the 
unmade bed, and the wires and the gadgets and the crumbs in the kitchen and I can’t help 
but wonder who is this girl?  And why did she go away? 
 
Pause. 
 
Man You’re on a beach. 
 
Woman I’m on a beach. 
 
Man You’re on a beach and it’s the apocalypse now.  Laptops wash up along the shore.   
You’re on a beach and you see the girl.   
 
Woman She’s in the distance. 
 
Man She’s in silhouette. 
 
Woman She’s behind the sun. 
 
Man On a mountain of objects. 
 
Woman I call out and she turns around. 
 
Man You call out but she doesn’t hear you. 
 
Woman She sees me and she rushes down. 
 
Man She doesn’t hear you and she doesn’t turn. 
 
Woman She’s running towards me. 
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Man You want to wake up. 
 
Woman I can see her before me. 
 
Man You’re about to wake up. 
 
Woman There’s a scar on her chest. 
 
Man You do wake up. 
 
Woman And she reaches out— 
 
Man And you’re in your house. 
 
Woman And I’m in my house.  And it’s empty. 
 
 
 
 
10.  iCan Haz Breakdown? 
 
 
Kate and Thomas, both around 30, sit in an awkward corner of an empty bar in Enmore, drinks in 
hand. 
 
Kate First of all I have to apologise. 
 
Thomas OK. 
 
Kate About my hair.  It’s so long. 
 
Thomas Oh, it’s— 
 
Kate Dreadful, I know.  I don’t usually look like this.  I just want you to know that.  My profile 
picture is far more accurate.  My hair usually frames my face like this. 
 
She pulls her hair up into a bob and poses. 
 
Thomas Now I recognise you! 
 
Kate See?  See?  I get that a lot. 
 
Thomas I was kidding. 
 
Kate Oh.  Ha.  Well anyway.  Thanks for the poke. 
 
Thomas You poked me.  It was the least I could do. 
 
Kate No, really.  Thank you.  And it came at a really low point in my day.  I mean, I really 
appreciated it. 
 
Thomas I’m glad.  I mean.  Good. 
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Kate Would you LIKE SOME FOOD?  ARE YOU QUITE COMFORTABLE? 
 
Thomas Why are you shouting? 
 
Kate I don’t know. 
 
She turns away.  Pause.  Thomas smiles. 
 
Thomas You seem nervous.   
 
Kate A little. 
 
Thomas You don’t have to be.  Relax! 
 
Kate No, you’re right.  It’s stupid.  I just haven’t done this in a while. 
 
Thomas Neither have I. 
 
Kate Really? 
 
Thomas Sure.  I mean, not “formally”.  Like this.  Imagine what it must have been like for our 
parents.   
  
Kate Yeah.  Horrible!  
 
Pause. 
 
Thomas So how was your day? 
 
Kate I’m just out of wack.   
 
Thomas Sorry? 
 
Kate I mean I’m not myself.  You’re meeting someone else, this isn’t me.  I’m so close to tears 
all the time.  And I bite myself in my sleep, I just wake up and I’m bleeding and you 
know this isn’t normal human behaviour, is it?  This isn’t how people behave? 
 
Thomas Um. 
 
Kate Oh God.  Now I’m talking about it.  I’m talking about it!  Why am I talking about it?  
I’ve brought up the wrong topic!  Stupid, stupid Katherine! 
 
She starts stabbing herself with a cocktail umbrella. 
 
Thomas Can you not do that? 
 
Kate Sorry.  Bad habit. 
 
Pause.   
 
Thomas Are you OK? 
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He reaches out to her.  She flinches.  He pulls back.  A moment. 
 
Kate Would you… 
 
Thomas Yes? 
 
Kate …like to see my iPhone? 
 
She pulls hers out. 
 
Thomas I’ve got one thanks. 
 
Kate This thing’s changed my life. 
 
Thomas Well they do don’t they. 
 
Kate It’s like I’ve sublet out a piece of my brain. 
 
Thomas I can tell. 
 
Kate It’s got my diary, my emails, my memoir-in-progress.  I jot down a new anecdote each 
time I’m at the supermarket. 
 
She hands Thomas her phone.  Thomas reads. 
 
Thomas “Life is like a self-service checkout.  Sometimes the barcode is facing up.” 
 
Thomas frowns in thought. 
 
Kate It’s a work in progress. 
 
Kate hastily takes the phone back. 
 
Kate Any apps?  I’ve got loads of apps. 
 
Thomas Um…maybe 10? 
 
Kate 21!  Beat you. 
 
Thomas Great. 
 
Kate I’ve got Shopping Apps.  Movie Apps.  Maps Apps.  Oh, and Philosophy Apps. 
 
Thomas Philosophy Apps? 
 
Kate Yeah they came as a package.  Just thought I should get a bit more “highbrow”.  See 
there’s one for each thinker. (She shows him) Pluto, Heidelvice, Nitch. 
 
Thomas Neet-cher. (Nietzsche) 
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Kate Bless you.  I was just looking for a daily dose of “Deep and Meaningful” to suit my busy 
lifestyle. 
 
Kate’s phone beeps. 
 
Kate See?  (reading) “God is dead.”  Right!  (She takes in the news).  Oh that’s horrible!   
 
Thomas Look, maybe I should go… 
 
Kate What?  No, you just got here! 
 
Thomas My friends are across town, and— 
 
Kate Oh just stay.  You know you want to. 
 
Thomas I don’t think I do. 
 
Kate Yes you do. 
 
Thomas No I don’t. 
 
Kate Yes. 
 
Thomas No. 
 
Kate Yes. 
 
Thomas What is this? 
 
Kate I’ll tell 3 jokes on a topic of your choice. 
 
Thomas Er, no. 
 
Kate I’ll laugh outrageously at everything you say.  Whatever you say, I’ll just laugh! 
 
Thomas How about no? 
 
Kate If you leave, I’ll hack your Facebook and threaten your family. 
 
Thomas Well, maybe a few minutes. 
 
Kate Lovely! 
 
She smiles broadly. 
 
Kate So you’re in banking? 
 
Thomas Yeah. 
 
Kate And what do you bank? 
 
He looks at her. 
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A Headless Torso appears suddenly from behind the bar.   
 
Headless Torso  LOL! 
 
Thomas What was that? 
 
Kate What was what? 
 
Headless Torso  You look hot!  LOL! 
 
Thomas That. 
 
He points at her phone. 
 
Kate It’s just this thing I’m on.  Strangers messaging me.  Forget about it. 
 
Headless Torso  What’s your number?  LOL! 
 
He picks up the phone. 
 
Thomas What is it, a dating site? 
 
Kate Well yeah, no, kind of.  I just go on there sometimes.  And then forget to log out, 
apparently…! 
 
She takes it off him. 
 
Thomas So is he you’re plan B for tonight? 
 
Kate Of course not!  Anyway, he smokes. 
 
Thomas How many of these sites are you on? 
 
Kate Just that one, I swear. 
 
The Headless Torso disappears and a Giant Smiley Face takes his place. 
 
Smiley Face  Great pics, sexy.  Want to chat? 
 
Kate Oh for God’s sake! 
 
She fiddles with the phone, attempting to log out. 
 
Thomas Look clearly you’re busy…  
 
Kate No!  Wait!   
 
Thomas Not to mention a social nutcase. 
 
Kate I’ll be with you in a minute! 
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Thomas I’m going now, Kate. 
 
Kate What about my empty threat?  I could poke your entire family! 
 
Thomas I’ll take the risk! 
 
Thomas exits.  The Headless Torso comes over to Kate and comforts her. 
 
Kate Oh Headless Torso, if only you were real…!   
 
Headless Torso  I want to lick you all over. 
 
Kate sighs and turns away, depressed.  The Headless Torso walks off. 
 
A moment.  She picks up her phone. 
 
Kate (typing) “Status Update: Kate is feeling alone and depressed and shouldn’t be on Drunk 
Book.”   
 
A Girl around Kate’s age turns around from the next table.  She has a short bob. 
 
Girl Hello. 
 
Kate Hello? 
 
Girl I don’t mean to eavesdrop.  But we’ve met before. 
 
Kate Have we? 
 
Girl Online.  I added you. 
 
Kate Oh.  Right. 
 
Girl We exchanged banter.  I love that dress. 
 
Kate Thanks, I- 
 
Girl Bought it at a garage sale last Friday.  I know. 
 
Kate Right. 
 
Girl It’s so nice to finally meet you. 
 
Kate Great.  Look, now’s not such a good- 
 
Girl I feel like we have so much in common. 
 
Kate Really. 
 
Girl Politically.  Personally.  Looks-wise.  We could be sisters. 
 
Kate I haven’t read your profile. 
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Girl Oh you should.  You’ll have a laugh.  You won’t believe how much we’re alike.  And we 
have 40 mutual friends! 
 
Kate What are the odds…! 
 
Girl I saw your comment on the drought in Somalia.  So heartfelt.  And so true.  I felt I had to 
collect you. 
 
Kate Collect me? 
 
Girl Oh I know it’s strange, but – I like to surround myself with fascinating people.  It makes 
me so much happier. 
 
Kate Well that’s what friends are for.  I guess.   
 
She gets up to go. 
 
Girl I hope we can get to know each other.  I find you fascinating. 
 
Kate Yes, you said. 
 
Girl Your dress sense is so faux-bohemian.  And your politics wafer thin.  I mean you say you 
support such and such a cause, but your actions speak louder than your status updates. 
 
Kate Thank…you? 
 
Girl Oh I’m not being critical.  I’ve just noticed that a tension exists between your bourgeois 
worries and your left-wing gestures.  Do you really think if you buy vintage that excuses 
you from supporting child labour in sweat shops?  Because the girl who made that jacket 
no doubt has her kids in the same factory. 
 
Kate Is this a joke? 
 
Girl You also use too many acronyms.  OMG, FTW, LMAO.  Lame-o!  I mean what are you, 
12?  You’re a 30 year-old woman and you’re carrying on like a bored schoolgirl who’s 
putting off her homework while her mother does the dishes downstairs!  In fact she 
probably will be once you move home next week.   
 
Kate How did you know-? 
 
Girl And how you couldn’t see that break-up with Jarrod coming I have no idea.  Everyone 
could see that!  His Twitter-feed was practically bursting with booty calls! 
 
Kate OK you seriously need to get a life because this is fucked up!  And anyway, how do you 
know everything I say on there is true?  You don’t know me, you know my profile!  
They’re two completely different people! 
 
Girl So you’ve actually got it together in real life, do you?  You’re certainly not any prettier.  
Had a bit of Photoshopping done to your picture, I can tell.  Never noticed the acne scars 
before.   
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Kate gets out her phone.  Begins to type. 
 
Kate Yeah well you know what I’m going to do now, don’t you?  I’m going to tell the whole 
world what an utter bitch, what a psychotic freak, what a shallow, horrific, twisted 
individual you are, how you have nothing better to do than live in some perverse little 
online universe and insult complete strangers!  R-O-F-L! 
 
Kate pushes a button dramatically.  Pause. 
 
Girl Actually we have met before.  I’m your Myspace account.  You’re having a personality 
meltdown. 
 
Kate Oh thank God! 
 
They embrace.   
 
Girl He wasn’t right for you anyway. 
 
Kate OK. 
 
Girl I know what’s best for you. 
 
Kate Sure. 
 
Girl You want to get a felafel? 
 
Kate Yes! 
 
Girl And then I think a haircut’s in order… 
 
The Girl drags Kate out the door. 
 
 
 
 
11.  Father’s Day 
 
 
A, B, C and D. 
 
A On New Canterbury Road 
 
B On Father’s Day 
 
C A young family out in the sun. 
 
D Father 
 
A Jimmy 
 
B Sister Sue 
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C And Mother wearing headphones. 
 
D The sun is glistening in the fumes 
 
A The wind still has a chill 
 
B Cafes swarm 
 
C And markets heave 
 
D As white chords fall  
 
A In camouflage 
 
B Against her freckled skin. 
 
C Jimmy spots a motorcycle 
 
D Susie wants an icecream 
 
A Father likes the look 
 
B Of the new Audi 
 
C And as they point out their desires 
 
D As they grab her from each side 
 
A She modifies the volume. 
 
B “Yes”  
 
C She nods serenely 
 
D “I see you.” 
 
 
 
 
END OF PLAY 
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